Study of Occupational Stressors in Retail Staff by Vieira, Ana Paula
RT ON 
accurarzomAz Brdb MORGES 
Z& ENTAIL S TAr 'ý , ot4 
Ana Paula Gomes Vi ei ra 
Thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirement 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Psycholggy. 
University of Surrey 
1994 
i 
BEST COPY 
AVAILABLE 
Poor text in the original 
thesis. 
Some text bound close to 
the spine. 
Some images distorted 
PAGE 
NUMBERS 
CUT OFF 
IN THE 
ORIGINAL 
ABSTRACT 
A relatively novel measure of job stress, which considers both the intensity and frequency 
of the stressor, was employed in this study to examine and compare the major sources of 
job stress reported by retail sales assistants and supervisors from a large retail company. 
Staff from several large, medium and small stores throughout the U. K. participated. By 
using a transactional approach to stress, this study identified the meaning and nature of 
each stressful situation, which current measures, such as those devised on a priori basis, 
exclude. This was achieved through the employment of both qualitative (group 
discussions, 6; and interviews, 21) and quantitative measures (two structured survey 
questionnaires, No of cases=99 & 1099, respectively). In addition to the development 
and psychometric evaluation of a specific job stressor questionnaire, this study also 
included the following: (1) the evaluation and standardization of a global/ theoretically- 
based job stress questionnaire (Spielberger's JSS); (2) an investigation of the relationship 
between different job stressors and a number of external variables, such as: job and 
personal demographic factors, personality (EPQ-R), specific coping strategies, coping 
styles (WCS), specific job-related stress manifestations, mood adjectives (MACL), 
psychosomatic health, job satisfaction and health behaviours (alcohol & cigarette 
consumption); finally (3) the involvement of two individual difference variables in the 
stressor-strain relationship; that is, the two mechanisms (main & interactive models) 
through which coping styles and neuroticism can influence psychosomatic complaints and 
job dissatisfaction. Overall, the results indicate some similarities between sales assistants 
and supervisors with respect to global and specific job stressors. Moreover, the findings 
clearly suggest that although global measures of job stress may be good measures of 
general perceptions, and are useful for cross-sectional comparisons, when employed, 
these need to be modified for the populations and situations under investigation. For a 
more valid measure of stress, two or preferably more scales measuring different stress 
dimensions should be employed and combined, whenever possible. Finally, job stressors 
and individual differences (coping & neuroticism) may be dependent on each other in 
predicting outcomes, but this may depend on the type of stressor, population and measures 
employed. The implications of these findings are discussed in terms of measurement 
issues and future research. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION : 
OCCUPATIONAL STRESS (OS) 
".... there is nothing either good or bad 
but thinking makes it so". 
Hamlet (Act II, Scene 2) 
1 
OCCUPATIONAL STRESS ASSESSMENT: 
CONCEPTUAL & METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 
The majority of articles examining stress today, all point in amazement, to the logarithmic 
growth of research articles in the past five decades. From a sociological perspective, 
Epstein (1985) maintains that much of the interest in stress research might have stemmed 
from the quality of life issues developed during the youth movements of the 1960s, 
followed by the quality of worklife movement which began in the 1970s. Nowadays, 
according to Epstein, "stress has become as an interesting issue as money, power or 
sex... in particular when it is viewed as a woman's problem". 
In an attempt to examine the increase in interest in stress at work, from which emerged 
the field of occupational stress, Holt (1982) describes work attitudes from before the 
industrial revolution to the present day. According to Holt, work was regarded for many 
centuries as hard and unrewarding. However, the moral view was that work was 
undertaken for extrinsic rather than intrinsic beliefs, i. e., without work individuals 
believed that they would fall into evil vices. In the 19 century, the industrial revolution 
changed the nature and the organization of work. Factory work not only increased 
productivity levels and standard of living, but also increased the number of physical 
hazards at work and "traumatic neurosis". Even today, a large number of individuals 
working in factories continue to be exposed to the risks of pathogenic diseases caused by 
chemicals and radiation. In addition, due to the increase in the division of labour, 
workers in factories lost the autonomy and responsibilities that they previously enjoyed. 
Instead, the workers were faced with time pressures, repetitive work, machine paced 
work, shift work, etc., which created "stress" and an imbalance of power between 
employers and employees. Pressure from Trade Unions and government on employers 
to make work safer, have helped in many respects, but there is still a need for continuing 
vigilance (Holt, 1982). 
Holt (1982) also points out that, the phenomenon of occupational stress is not a new one. 
For example, Karl Marx had long ago recognized that workers under a capitalist society 
are alienated, because their work lacks intrinsic value. However, both the concept and 
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the field of study is new (Holt, 1982). Historically, according to Holt, there are two main 
developments that contributed to the emergence of this subdiscipline of stress. The first, 
was perhaps the popularisation of psychosomatic medicine by Dunbar, together with 
Selye's work on stress, which generated new hypotheses regarding diseases of previously 
unknown aetiology, that were increasing in large numbers, such as peptic ulcers and 
hypertension. Holt (1982) quoted Chase (1972) as saying, that between 1958 and 1972, 
stress-related diseases appeared to have become "epidemic", as indicated by the Life 
Extension Institute of New York City surveys, which covered 40,000 health examinations 
annually. The second contributing factor in the founding of occupational stress as a 
subdiscipline, (at least in the USA) was the passage of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act of 1970. This lead to the creation of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), which was charged with setting and enforcing standards of 
industrial health and safety in the department of labour; and a year later, with the creation 
within the Department of Health and Education, of the National Institute of Occupational 
Safety and Heath (NIOSH). The latter organisation was directed to include in their 
investigations and sponsorships, psychological, behavioural and motivational factors at 
work. 
Holt (1982) also pointed out, that the field of occupational stress, can "easily become 
embroiled in social controversy, labour-management struggles, and even politics", such 
as the attacks seen during the 1980 political campaigns on the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration. Mostly, he argues, because researchers are pressured to produce 
results in support of management or union regulations. Thus research is treated with 
suspicion when funded by either management or unions. 
In addition, laws have also been passed in several industrial countries, such as the U. K. 's 
Workmen's Compensation Law (1897), but later repealed, to compensate workers who 
have been mentally or physically injured at work (Earnshaw & Cooper, 1991). In the 
U. S. A. there has been an increase in the number of compensation claims, involving 
psychiatric disorders. According to Earnshaw & Cooper (1991) the California Workers 
Compensation Institute cited a study that reported a 700% increase in psychiatric claims, 
termed "mental-mental" cases, between 1979 and 1988 (CWCI, 1990). Cooper (1985) 
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also reported psychiatric injury totalled 5000+ a year by 1985 in California alone; and 
Earnshaw & Cooper cited Karasek & Theorell's (1990) claim, that stress-related claims 
have tripled since 1980. In the U. K. the number of cases brought to court are far lower, 
perhaps because in the U. K., and apparently also in Sweden (Theorell, 1988) civil courts 
proceed through a "fault-based system", where the employee (U. K. ), or the employer 
(Sweden) has to prove that the physical or mental injury sustained was the result of the 
employer (U. K. ), or an associate's (Sweden) negligence (Earnshaw & Cooper, 1991). In 
Sweden, Theorell (1988) points out that it should theoretically be easier than in most 
countries for an employee to obtain compensation for physical injury caused by stress at 
work, since Swedish law states that when proof is unavailable, the case should be 
regarded as a work compensation case. However, in practice this does not often happen. 
Although, work compensation laws vary considerably between countries, there are some 
pervasive problems in the practice of such laws (Theorell, 1988). Both in the U. K., 
Sweden, and even in the U. S. A and Canada, where workers may be able to obtain 
compensation through a "no-fault insurance system", it is still difficult, for the courts to 
establish "causality" and "foreseeability" (e. g., whether physical symptoms or illnesses, 
such as myocardial infarction, may have resulted from direct or indirect mental or/ and 
physical stress at work, and not from other many factors involved, such as personality 
type, diet and habits). Moreover, in America, there is also a lack of consensus, in terms 
of the acceptance or rejection of a case, in respect to the type of situation ("unusual" or 
"ordinary") and type of stress ("acute" or "chronic") that gave rise to the stress-related 
symptoms (Earnshaw & Cooper, 1991). 
Theorell (1988) believes that the following three factors may be important in the practice 
of the law, to determine for example, whether an illness was caused by stress at work: 
(1) "Epidemiological evidence of a link between the work condition in question and illness 
risk; (2) Established mechanisms that could operate on the individual level and which 
could explain a possible association in the individual case; and (3) Policy questions 
influencing the expert decision". However, he also points out that with respect to 
myocardial infarctions as an example, the epidemiological evidence so far is conflicting 
and/ or insufficient, due to atheoretical research, diverse methodologies, unscientific 
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methods of study and lack of publication in "scientific journals with referee procedures". 
For example, he argues that, with the exceptions of "extreme overtime work", "feelings 
of rush at work" and "boredom", traditional stress concepts have been shown to be 
inconsistent predictors of infarction risk. Moreover, only one retrospective published 
study by Theorell et al (1987) has shown that the combination of both factors, "boredom 
and rush", at work, "may be of almost the same importance as smoking habits" in 
predicting myocardial risk (Theorell, 1988). 
Although, there is a great deal of research evidence, that stress at work should be taken 
seriously, it is also clear, that the stress phenomenon needs still further clarification. 
Moreover, more and better evidence is needed to clarify the causal relationship between 
stress and illnesses at work and on the semantic discussions regarding causal concepts and 
a thorough social policy issues (Theorell, 1988). This is not only important with regard 
to enabling employees to be compensated through the courts for mental and/or physical 
injuries sustained at work due to stress, but also for employers to take work-related stress 
more seriously and provide means of ameliorating or eliminating stress at work. 
The importance of occupational stress: 
The literature on stress in organizations and related topics focuses both on the implications 
of the effects of stress on employee performance, commitment, health and satisfaction; 
and on social science research into the theoretical underpinning and measurement of the 
stress concept. The importance of stress in today's world is evident from such studies. 
They show that stress at work affects employee behaviour in adverse ways, and can cause 
or exacerbate a diversity of problems, such as neuroses, coronary heart disease, asthma, 
hypertension, backaches, alimentary conditions, such as dyspepsia and ulcers, cancer, and 
the maladaptive use of alcohol and drugs (e. g., Beehr & Schuler, 1982; Beehr & 
Newman, 1978; Cooper & Marshall, 1976; Jenkins, 1971; 1976; Mackay & Cox, 1978). 
In addition to the personally direct costs, the experience of stress can also affect the 
organisation through decreased work performance, commitment, job satisfaction, 
withdrawal, leading to poor productivity; poor industrial relations, high absenteeism, high 
turnover, and high accident and sickness rates (e. g., Bhagat, McQuaid, Lindholm & 
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Segovis, 1985; Gupta & Beehr, 1979; Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Mackay & Cox, 1978). 
According to Cooper (1981), more working days are lost due to stress-illness than all 
industrial disputes. The effects of stress might also be seen on the economy of the nation. 
That is, in the overuse of health facilities or from reduced Gross National Product due to 
increased illnesses (Beehr & Bhagat, 1985). 
Several researchers have pointed out that, despite the large number of increasingly 
sophisticated studies, theoretical conceptualizations, complex methodologies and statistical 
techniques over the past five decades, there is still a lack of progress in understanding 
what stress entails (e. g. Ivancevich & Ganster, 1987), and in understanding the nature of 
the relationship between antecedent elements of the stress process and the consequent 
outcomes (Shafer & Fals-Stewart, 1991). According to Dewe (1991a) and others, this is 
mainly due to: (a) the many contradictory results of traditional approaches (Van Sell et 
al 1981), (b) the different conceptual and methodological perspectives that may not 
provide adequate information on the meaning and nature of stressors (e. g. Park & De 
Cotiis, 1983; Martin, 1989; Beehr & Bhagat, 1985; Jackson & Schuler, 1985), and (c) 
inconsistencies in the nature and strength of relationships (Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; King 
& King, 1990). These factors not only make interpretation of results difficult (Fineman 
& Payne, 1981), but also make it difficult for reviewers to report and keep track of such 
inconsistencies, an essential feature to evaluate and move research forward (Kasl, 1986). 
Several attempts to review the literature and integrate traditional theoretical approaches 
have been tried (eg., Beehr & Newman, 1978; Newman & Beehr, 1979; Cooper & 
Marshall, 1976; Cooper & Payne, 1978; 1980; Ivancevich & Matheson, 1980; Holt, 
1982; Fleming et al., 1984; Beehr & Bhagat, 1985; Van Dijkhuitzen, 1988), but 
disagreements concerning the definition of organisational stress are evident. 
Stress research development according to Hobfoll (1989) requires a stage theory/model 
testing to guide further work. However, as Eulberg et al (1988) and others have noted, 
traditional models of stress have neglected the methodological rigour needed to address 
research issues, and while matrix approaches and meta-analysis may provide knowledge 
on the state of the field, they do not tackle the problem of "theory-building". Moreover, 
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as noted by Depner et al (1984), ambiguous conceptualization of a given model causes the 
chosen methodology to define a theory rather than to test it. 
Perhaps the difficulty in combining the existing research concepts into a single theoretical 
framework, is also partly due to the fact that scientific interest in stress derives from 
several disciplines, such as anthropology, sociology, medicine/biology (physiology & 
endocrinology), engineering, clinical and organisational psychology, with each having 
their own theories, interpretations and approaches to the treatment of (work) stress. 
Unfortunately, little effort has been made to show how the two main basic traditions 
(biological/ medical & psychosocial perspectives), from which stress has flourished and 
evolved, complement one another (Beehr & Franz, 1987; Fleming et al., 1984). 
Meehl (1990) contends that the lack of progress in the behavioural sciences in general, is 
due to the incomplete comprehension and application of methodology, design and the 
related statistical analysis. This observation, according to several authors, is particularly 
true of the stress literature. Kaplan (1990) maintains that there are two general recurring 
themes in discussions of measurement and the stress process: (1) "the formulation of valid 
and reliable measures of analytically distinct constructs that are conceptualized as 
composing the stress process" (2) and the simultaneous measurement of these constructs 
in the estimates of multivariate causal models". 
Discourse in this area has erupted into heated debate, which Deutch (1986) termed "stress 
wars". This conflict according to Schafer & Fals-Stewart (1991), Payne et al. (1982) and 
others, appears to be related to both the reluctance to abandon current theories and to the 
difficulty in explicating and distilling the research literature on stress. It is perhaps time, 
as noted by several authors, to reflect on where we are, what we are trying to measure, 
and how dependent we are on traditional concepts and methodologies (eg. De Frank, 
1988; Vingerhoets & Marcelissen, 1988; Pratt & Barling, 1988; Dewe, 1991a), so new 
alternatives to measurement are provided (Cox, 1985a; Van Maanen, 1979; Shaw & 
Riskind, 1983; Dougherty & Pritchard, 1985; Dewe, 1991a; Wagner, 1990; Peackock & 
Wong, 1990). 
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FROM TRADITIONAL TO PRESENT 
APPROACHES: 
The Meaning & Nature of Stress. 
The general concept of stress as a real phenomena is widely accepted. The current state 
of confusion about the topic appears to stem from different historical antecedents, and 
concerns specific definitions, theories and models offered to explain the causes and effects 
by the many different disciplinary approaches. More specifically, according to several 
reviewers (e. g., Holt, 1982; Martin, 1989, Kasl, 1986, Beehr & Franz, 1987; Cox, 1978; 
Fleming et al., 1984) the confusion with traditional stress research, lies in whether to view 
stress as a "response/ a physiological or psychological reaction", taking into account or 
not the antecedents of the disease (e. g., Selye's concept of the General Adaptation 
Syndrome, 1956), or as a "stimuli", an external or internal disruptive event, objectively 
or/and subjectively defined and measured, which impinges on the organism. Whereas the 
response-oriented approach defines stress as the response of the individual to 
environmental events, the stimuli-oriented approach to stress stems from an engineering 
model, which essentially states that each individual has an innate capacity to withstand 
environmental stressors (similar to coefficient of tolerance). When the cumulative stress 
experience is greater than that value, the individual begins to undergo a deterioration in 
function (ie. reaction to stress). Measurement focuses on characteristics of the 
individual's environment and attempt to utilize instruments that will accurately reflect 
cumulative environment stress (e. g., Holmes & Rahe's (1967) life-events checklist; 
Pearlin & Schooler's (1978) daily hassles). 
Theories arising from the response-oriented approach tend to be more interactional in 
nature (eg., Kagan & Levi, 1971; 1975), but they continue to define stress in terms of 
response variables. They believe that this response pattern is a precursor to, or 
instrumental in, the development of disease. Psychological assessment is directed toward 
measures of disorganized functioning and a vast number of self-reported measures have 
been developed in various areas of psychopathology, mood, psychological adjustment, 
personality, social competence and so on (eg. Buros, 1978; Hargreaves et al., 1975). The 
most prominent of these stress measures include, according to Derogatis (1982), for 
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example: psychological symptoms inventories and scales that measure negative affect and 
mood. Some of these measures reflect multiple syndromes and dysphoric emotions (eg., 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory; the SCL-90-R, designed to measure 
symptomatic psychological distress). Others reflect specific syndromes, such as anxiety 
and/ or depression (eg., BDI or Beck Depression Inventory, an unidimensional instrument 
designed according to Beck et al., (1961) "to measure the behavioural manifestations of 
depression"; STAI or the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, a self-report symptom-mood 
inventory developed by Spielberger et al. (1970), and designed to provide an operational 
distinction between anxiety as an enduring personality characteristic (trait anxiety), and 
as a transient emotional experience (state anxiety); POMS or the Profile of Mood States, 
a 65-item adjective checklist that reflects measurement in terms of six primary mood states 
(tension-anxiety, depression-dejection, confusion, anger-hostility, vigour and fatigue), 
derived through repeated factor analysis. 
Still others view both external and internal events as stress, emphasizing the characteristics 
of the organism as major mediating mechanisms, interacting between stimulus 
characteristics of the environment and the response which they evoke. Researchers 
following this approach maintain that theirs is actually a "transactional" approach, because 
they believe that not only does the individual mediate the impact of environmental 
stimulus events upon responses in a linear fashion, but also the perceptual, cognitive and 
physiological characteristics of the individual can affect and become a significant part of 
the environment (e. g., Lazarus, 1966; 1976; 1981; Lazarus & Launier, 1978; Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984; Cox & Mackay, 1976; Cox, 1978; Mason, 1975a & 1975b). The 
transactional approach to stress describes a dynamic cybernetic system, in which 
reciprocal interactions occur between the individual's cognitive, perceptual, and emotional 
functions, on the one hand, and characteristics of the external environment on the other. 
Feedback loops allow the constant interplay among the components of the system to 
provide for a dynamic balance. Followers of this approach believe that cognitive, 
perceptual and emotional mediating processes of the individual actively affect demand 
characteristics of the environment, so that the status of the system is constantly changing. 
The ongoing associations between the person's adaptive mechanisms and the stimulus 
properties of the environment is central to their definition of stress. Thus personality 
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traits, coping styles, psychodynamic mechanisms of defense, and many other personal 
variables, are considered of importance. 
Some of the earlier instruments employed by researchers following the interaction 
perspective included for example: The Jenkins Activity Survey (JAS), also known today 
as the Type-A behaviour pattern, a self-reported measure devised by Jenkins and 
colleagues (Jenkins et al., 1967; and Jenkins, 1976), to measure a specific type of 
behaviour thought to have a high association with proneness to coronary heart disease; 
The Derogatis Stress Profile (DSP) (Derogatis, 1980), attempts to incorporate stimulus, 
response and interactional elements. Three of the DSP scales measure stimulus 
components arising from the job, home, and health environments (termed, vocational 
satisfaction, domestic satisfaction, and health posture), and are believed to provide an 
indication of the level of environmental stress the individual is subjected to. Five other 
components, measure characteristic attributes and coping mechanisms, previously shown 
to have mediating effects regarding stress (termed, time pressure, driven behaviour, 
attitude posture, relaxation potential, and role definition) in terms of reducing or 
increasing the impact of stressors. The remaining three component scales reflect the 
"primary oriented response measures of stress via the emotion-symptom constructs of 
aggression-hostility, tension-anxiety, and depression" (Derogatis, 1982). These response 
measures are also believed to indicate the level of conscious emotional distress the 
individual is experiencing as a result of stressor-mediator interaction. More recently, 
"The Stress Profile", devised by Whetley (1990), comprises several questionnaires, 
developed to assess the severity of stress in nine areas of life (social habits, social 
relationships, life events, sexual problems, sleep, psychiatric symptoms, old age, 
menstrual stresses, and "stress and the heart") and assess their inter-relationships, to 
provide advise on appropriate treatment and evaluation to responses to treatment. The 
Occupational Stress Indicator (OSI) was constructed by Cooper et al (1988), to identify 
sources and effects of occupational stress on managers, and comprises of six 
questionnaires entitled: "How you feel about your job; How you assess your current state 
of health; The way you behave generally; How you interpret events around you; Sources 
of pressure in your job; and How you cope with stress you experience". Finally, another 
more recent stress measure, the Job Stress Survey (JSS), was devised by Spielberger 
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(1991) to identify sources of stress in any occupation. It consists of 30 job-related stress 
items which are measured on two independent scales (intensity & frequency). 
Although, there has been a wide acceptance of the transactional model, little effort has 
been made to develop suitable cognitive appraisal measures (Peacock & Wong, 1990). The 
transactional approach views appraisal as a mediator of stressful events or the process of 
evaluating the personal significance of events (Cox, 1978; Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984; Lazarus & Launier, 1978). As such, appraisal is fundamental to this 
theory of stress. However, most appraisal measures deal with aggregated life events or 
daily problems (Cohen, 1986; Lazarus, De Longis, Folkman & Gruen, 1985), which 
according to Lazarus compromises the cognitive approach. 
In contrast to the measurement of life events or daily problems, others have focused on 
a particular person-environment transaction to assess specific components of primary and 
secondary appraisal. For example, according to Peacock & Wong (1990), there have been 
several attempts to measure "primary appraisal", which "involves an assessment of the 
importance of a transaction for one's well-being", and where "harm/loss", "threat" and 
"challenge" (i. e. the "three stress appraisals"), are distinguished; and/ or "secondary 
appraisal", which "involves a complex of one's coping options" and where "perceptions 
of situational control" are assumed to play an important role (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 
Folkman, 1984). 
One measurement approach to assess primary appraisal focuses on the emotions that are 
assumed to be a product of appraisal. As a result, four scales have been developed, 
corresponding to "threat", "challenge", and "benefit" appraisals (e. g. Folkman & Lazarus, 
1985; Folkman & Lazarus, 1988a). Another approach to the measurement of primary 
appraisal focuses on assessing the individual's evaluation of "what is at stake in the 
outcome of the encounter", by developing several "stakes" scales. These scales are either 
applicable to a particular situation (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985) or are limited to a few 
possible stakes (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, De Longis & Gruen, 1986; Folkman, 
Lazarus, Pimley, Novacek, 1987). A number of other primary appraisal scales include: 
"semantic differential ratings", obtained from factor analysis (e. g. Fish, 1986); single-item 
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appraisal measures, which may include items to assess how "disturbing" (Dobson & 
Neufeld, 1981), "difficult" (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Dobson, 1983; Dobson & 
Neufeld, 1979), "stressful" (Dobson & Neufeld, 1981; Wong & Reker, 1985), 
"threatening or challenging" (Wong & Reker, 1985) the event is perceived to be. 
In an attempt to assess "secondary appraisal", four single-item measures have been 
developed, to evaluate the extent to which the situation can be either changed, accepted, 
requires more information, or compels one to restrain (eg., Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel- 
Schetter, DeLongis & Gruen, 1986; Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen & DeLongis, 1986; 
Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Folkman & Lazarus, 1986). Other measures of secondary 
appraisal focuses on perceived control, and are either single-item (e. g. Folkman & 
Lazarus, 1985; Forsythe & Compas, 1987) or situational-specific (e. g., Affleck, Tennen, 
Pfeiffer & Fifield, 1987). 
In an attempt to measure both primary and secondary appraisal, Gall & Evans (1987), 
used factor analysis to extract five orthogonal appraisal components based on various 
appraisal dimensions reported in the literature. However, according to Peacock and Wong 
(1990), except for two dimensions (Threat & Challenge), it is unclear whether the 
remaining dimensions describe appraisal or coping dimensions, since they include four 
secondary appraisal items (change, acceptance, seeking information, & restraint). 
Moreover, Peacock and Wong (1990) conclude from their review of appraisal measures 
that (1) "there is no single instrument which measures conceptually important dimensions 
of both primary and secondary appraisal"; (2) because "most scales are single-item 
measures", they are prone to "high measurement error", and need therefore to be 
interpreted with caution (Folkman & Lazarus, 1986); (3) "some scales appear to be 
confounding the measurement of appraisal with coping" (e. g., with coping items employed 
in the Ways of Coping Checklist, Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Folkman & Lazarus, 
1988c); and (4) finally, they argue that there is insufficient information "regarding the 
psychometric properties of these scales". 
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In order to overcome some of the previous difficulties in the assessment of both primary 
and secondary appraisal, Peacock and Wong (1990) developed the "Stress Appraisal 
Measure" or SAM, to measure "anticipatory stress". SAM consists of three primary 
appraisal scales (threat, challenge & centrality), and three secondary appraisal scales 
assessing perceptions of control, in terms of three independent dimensions (controllable- 
by-self, controllable-by-others, and uncontrollable-by-anyone), previously found to be 
related to different patterns of coping (Wong & Reker, 1983). In addition, an index 
measure of "overall perceived stressfulness", was included in the SAM, to examine the 
relationship between specific appraisal dimensions and perceived overall stress. 
Items generated for each appraisal dimension were based on their definition of appraisal 
to avoid confounding between appraisal and coping. That is, appraisal items focus on the 
"person's perception of the situation", without reference to "strategies for dealing with the 
situation". Three items of the "stressfulness scale" were based on three different 
definitions of stress. More specifically, one item referred to the "demands that tax or 
exceed one's coping resources" (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), another referred to stress as 
a "call for action" (Sarason & Sarason, 1981), a third item referred to "tension arousal" 
(Appley & Trumbull, 1967; Mechanic, 1962), finally another item only "asked about the 
stressfulness of the situation". 
In three studies they examined the perceptions of undergraduate students to three 
anticipatory stressors (study 1&3: the forthcoming of exams; study 2: the prospect of 
unemployment & the prospect of being exposed to the AIDS virus). Overall, except 
perhaps for the "uncontrollable-by-others" scale, which they believe may have been due 
to subject variability, they found similar internal consistency estimates for all SAM scales. 
Moreover, in all three studies they found "threat" and "centrality" to be "unique 
predictors of stressfulness ratings", and that together these appraisals accounted for more 
than half of the stressfulness ratings in each study. They concluded that these finding, 
together with the results of two factor analyses, indicate that the six appraisal dimensions 
were "relatively independent". Finally, initial support for convergence validity was also 
provided. More specifically, all appraisal scales were found to correlate with "dysphoric 
mood", and moderate correlations with all but challenge and controllable-by-self scales, 
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were found with psychological symptoms, consistent with previous views (eg., Lazarus, 
DeLongis et al 1985). Although, not all control scales (i. e. controllable-by-self) 
correlated with locus of control, they believe this might have been due to the ambiguity 
of the situations. 
Peacock & Wong's (1990) multidimensional approach to anticipatory stress appraisals 
clearly offers a better understanding of measurement problems than previous approaches. 
Although, they point out that "establishing the psychometric properties of an instrument 
is a long-term process", they also argue that, further evidence regarding the contribution 
of each dimension to the stress process, on the validity of the scales, and on its 
applicability to different situations and populations, is still needed. Furthermore, they 
emphasize the need to examine stress appraisal within a longitudinal design to investigate 
the influence of personal variables on appraisal and how appraisals mediate coping and 
adaptation outcomes. 
Although, they believe that SAM can be extended for use with ongoing and past events, 
this however, may require a revision of the "stressfulness scale", especially in view of 
their findings, that "in some situations, like study 2, overall stressfulness ratings may fail 
to reflect important differences in primary and secondary appraisal". 
Cox and Ferguson (1991) also report the existence of three dimensions of primary 
appraisal, through factor-analytic LISREL techniques, but suggest that these should be 
conceptualized in terms of situations (challenging, anxiety-producing & depressing). 
Moreover, they found that only the latter two are associated with self-reported measures. 
AN HISTORICAL VIEW OF STRESS 
Response- & Stimulus-Oriented Approaches: 
The modern concept of stress was borrowed rather loosely from the stress concept of 
physics and material sciences. Walter Cannon (1914 & 1932) was perhaps the first to 
note that humans like materials may be subject to external stressors. Cannon used the 
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term stress to describe emotional states. He considered stress and its "emergency 
response" to be adaptive in that they prepared the individual to cope with danger. He 
concluded from his studies on the effects of cold, lack of oxygen, and other environmental 
stressors, that initial or low-level stressors could be withstood, but high-intensity or 
continued physical stressors resulted in a disturbance of homeostasis, and when prolonged 
could lead to a breakdown of biological systems. 
However, it was not until the 1950s, when Hans Selye observed the phenomena he called 
GAS (General Adaptation Syndrome), described as the bodily response to prolonged 
debilitating circumstances, that the primary popular view of stress research in the medical 
community was reflected. Selye (1950,1951-1956) described stress as the "nonspecific 
response of the body to any demand". The physiological process and the frequent and 
nonspecific reactions involved in his stress model or GAS, consisted of three stages: alarm 
reaction, resistant stage and exhaustion stage. Selye believe that since the physiological 
responses were independent of the nature of the stressor, the source of the stressor did not 
matter, and all animals exhibit the same non-specific defence reactions. Moreover, the 
effects of stress accumulate over time and result in serious pathology which may 
overwhelm one's ability to cope. Since responses to different threats are the same, stress 
may be additive. However, Selye's failure to acknowledge psychological processes and 
individual differences, may have limited his relevance to current views on stress. 
Caplan's (1964) and Lindeman's (1944) crisis theory, influenced by the effects of the 
second world war, introduced a much more psychological approach to stress. They 
argued that the characteristics of the stressful situations were as important as the individual 
and social characteristics of the affected persons in determining their distress. This was 
a specially radical approach at the time, given that psychopathology was viewed as the 
product of early childhood experiences that moulded the subconscious. However, later 
Hobfoll and Walfisch (1986), provided evidence that Caplan and Lindemann had 
overstated their case. 
Meanwhile, research on stress had already been initiated from an experimental and 
engineering psychological point of view. Physical stressors such as noise were examined 
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for their effects on job performance or on performance on laboratory tasks (eg. 
Broadbent, 1954). In addition physiological responses were also investigated as outcomes 
on the grounds that these would be related to performance. 
Towards a More Interactive Approach: 
Selye and Mason in 1975, in the Journal of Human Stress, debated the meaning of stress, 
and some of the issues regarding the meaning of the terms are still unresolved. Mason 
(1975a, 1975b) argued against Selye's non-specific model of stress, showing that the 
endocrine system exhibits different patterns of response to different threats. For example, 
he found that reactions to uncertainty or ambiguity was associated with increases in 
cathecholamines (norepinephrine & epinephrine) and cortisol, whereas more focused anger 
and fear was associated with increases only in norepinephrine and cortisol. Furthermore, 
all responses are integrated by the CNS, and are therefore, mediated by psychological 
recognition of danger. Thus, Mason integrated biological and psychological approaches 
to stress, and showed that awareness of threat seemed necessary for stress responding. 
Selye's work never focused on occupational stress. His initial descriptions of physical 
stressors or demands were subsquently enlarged to include psychological demands, such 
as type of work an employee does and lifestyle of an individual (Selye, 1974). Thus, 
focusing not upon the body but upon the person's behaviour, thoughts, or attitudes. 
However, Selye maintained that these stressors have physical effects just as the physical 
stressors do. Mason (1975b) later observed that the bulk of interest had shifted to 
investigate psychological stressors rather than physical stressors. According to Cox 
(1978), Selye's model at this point, begins to develop into an interaction model. In 1980, 
Selye compared the concept of stress to the concept of relativity in physics, since both 
were widely used but little understood! 
As with the response-based definitions and models of stress, there are several similar 
problems with the stimulus-based approaches. In particular the need to identify specific 
stressors in real life situations, the ability to quantify the degree of stress present, 
individual variability and whether the concept of "awareness" is a necessary component 
of (work) stress (eg., Cox, 1978). 
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In 1966, with the publication of Spielberger's "Anxiety and Behaviour" (1966) and 
Lazarus' "Psychological Stress and the Coping Process" (1966), research on stress took 
a great leap forward. Although Spielberger did not refer to "stress" per se, he 
conceptualized anxiety as the response to stressful external events, and outlined a process 
that included the cognitive assessment of information that the individual experiences as 
threatening. Spielberger showed that although individuals react in a similar way to 
physical threat, they react quite differently to ego-threat. Unlike Selye, he also saw a 
differential psychological reaction from persons whose personality traits differed. Later, 
Spielberger (1986) conceptualized the stress process as being related to a Darwinian 
evolutionary development of human emotions, such as anxiety, anger and curiosity. 
Lazarus's work also made important conceptual contributions, and his concept of stress 
and coping, acted as a catalyst for their popularization. Lazarus and colleague Folkman 
(1984), clearly departed from Selye's tradition when they argued that the stress process 
is mediated by cognitive appraisal and by coping. Cognitive appraisal being the evaluative 
process by which individuals assess stressful situations. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) 
define psychological stress as "a particular relationship between the person and the 
environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her resources 
and endangering his or her well-being". In turn, they define coping as the process by 
which individuals both manage the perceived stressful demands and the negative emotions 
generated by this appraisal. 
Whereas, Spielberger emphasizes personality characteristics to a greater extent than 
Lazarus, Lazarus emphasises cognitive appraisal and refers to emotional reactions to stress 
more generally than Spielberger. Furthermore, contrary to Spielberger's (1976) more 
simple view of "stress", as an objective characteristic of the situation, and "threat", as the 
perception of danger to the individual, researchers following the Lazarus' transactional 
perspective, view stress as a dynamic process. They emphasize that stress cannot be fully 
understood without reference to external conditions, internal evaluative processes, personal 
resources and psychological and physical outcomes, because it is neither simply an 
external situation nor an internal state. Rather, it proceeds entirely from a complex 
interaction between environmental demands, perceptions of these demands and perceived 
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ability to meet or alter them (eg. Cox & Mackay, 1976; Cox, 1978; Lazarus, 1976,1981, 
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
However, the transactional approach to stress has also been criticised on a number of 
points, which will be reviewed later in this chapter. One of the main criticisms centres 
around the psychometric difficulties in measuring the dynamic reciprocal relationship 
between the person and the environment. Although, Lazarus (1981) proposes that 
"ipsative-normative research designs" should be employed to investigate this continuum 
of change among the component variables, Derogatis (1982) maintains that this may be 
difficult, since all measurement requires a "stable time reference". Others also believe 
that the transaction approach to stress suffers from being too general. For example, 
Paterson and Neufeld (1989) believe that the transactional definition of stress, is what they 
call an "aggregated view" of stress, and suggests that "stress" should retire as a theoretical 
term and be retained as Mandler's (1962) regards a "chapter-heading" or as Lazarus 
(1966) refers "a collective term for an area of study". Indeed, the term "stress" is only 
generally used nowadays in psychological research, to imply a negative evaluative state, 
and never as a technical concept (Derogatis, 1982). 
Theoretical Foundations of Occupational Stress: 
The field of occupational stress emerged through the process, sometimes referred to as the 
"response definition of the stimulus" (Holt, 1982), where certain work aspects that lead 
to adverse outcomes would be investigated (eg., Kahn et al., (1964). According to Holt 
(1982), the occupational stress field has gone through four phases of development: 
The first, focused on efforts to find simple relationships between cause and effect (ie. 
stress-illness), which were "objectively defined", or based on researchers interpretations 
rather than respondents evaluations or perceptions. Holt provides several examples of 
objectively defined variables of stress studied. For example, "physical properties of the 
working environment", such as noise (Cohen, 1980; Glass & Singer, 1972), extremes of 
temperature (Biersner et al., 1971), pollution (House, 1972), physical hazards, chronical 
dangers (Althouse & Huffell, 1977); "time variables", such as shift-work (Rentos & 
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Sheppard, 1976), deadlines (Pearse, 1977); "social and organizational properties of work 
and its setting", such as machine pacing (Murphy & Hurrell, 1980), organisational or 
administrative red tape (Cummings & De Cotiis, 1973), Work load, overload (Caplan, 
1972), responsibility load (Cobb, 1973), monotony (Quinn, 1975), extrinsic and intrinsic 
rewards (House, 1972), poor labour-management relations (Colligan & Murphy, 1979); 
"changes in job", such as unemployment (Cobb & Kasl, 1977; Jahoba, 1979), 
overpromotion (Brook, 1973). 
However, as pointed out by Holt (1982), researchers were finding that not all occupations 
reported the same levels of stress or "affective strains" (eg., anxiety, depression, irritation 
and somatic complaints). Moreover, given the complexity of the variables examined, 
research findings were so diverse that it was difficult to compare or replicate findings. 
Holt (1982) concluded that the few associations found were usually low, perhaps due to 
poor quality research methods, small samples, and little or no understanding of mediating 
processes. 
The second phase, according to Holt (1982), was noted for explicit theories and attempts 
to distinguish between independent and dependent variables, and between subjectively and 
objectively defined variables. With the increase of internally consistent measures and 
strategies to examine the stress effects on sub-populations (eg., sex, age, white-collar 
versus blue-collar workers), larger effect sizes were reported by these investigations. Holt 
(1982) considers this approach to be the first attempt to "subjectively define occupational 
stress variables", of which "role ambiguity" versus "clarity" is one of the oldest. As cited 
by Holt (1982), Kahn (1973) and Kahn et al. (1964) reported considerable significant 
correlations between ambiguity and strain variables, some of which have been replicated 
(eg., job satisfaction, job-related tension, self-confidence, threat of well-being, self- 
esteem, depression; Margolis, Kroes & Quinn, 1974). According to Holt (1982), French 
and colleagues (1973; 1974) who view stress as a misfit between the person and the 
environment (i. e., P-E misfit), took the next step in developing subjective measures, at 
the Institute of Social Research (ISR). They believed that like physical stress, 
psychological stress variables required an optimum level value. The P-E fit was found 
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to have a reliable curvilinear effect on depression (Harrison, 1976) and on mental health 
(Coburn, 1975) with respect to job complexity. 
According to Holt (1982), a major problem with "subjectively defined" stress measures 
is one of social desirability. For example, Holt (1982) cites the work of Smith, Colligan 
and Hurrell (1980), who found that unskilled manual labourers exhibit the highest rate of 
both physical and mental stress-related diseases, yet according to Cherry (1978) as cited 
by Holt (1982), they often deny experiencing any stress. Of the 1415 workers surveyed 
by Cherry, unskilled manual workers reported only 10% of "nervous disability" and 
"strain", compared to professionals (54 %), white-collar workers (intermediate nonmanual) 
(57 %), skilled non-manuals (44 %), semiskilled non-manuals (50 %), skilled manuals (blue- 
collar workers) (31 %), and semiskilled manuals (15 %). However, Holt (1982) argues that 
because of individuals adaptable capabilities, many people will choose a stressful job, 
rather than being unemployed. Moreover, in every sample there will always be those who 
complain and those that take pride in not complaining. 
The third phase, according to Holt (1982), emerged with theories and designs in which 
interactions and moderator variables played an important role. To incorporate and detect 
such interactions on both linear and curvilinear relations, more sophisticated designs, 
measures and statistical analysis were developed. 
The fourth, and final stage in occupational stress, that is emerging, according to Holt 
(1982), includes multidisciplinary research, prospective or longitudinal studies, structural 
equation models, and has a greater awareness of the complexity of the work stress 
phenomena, and as a consequence has moved from simple cause and effect linear 
conceptions. 
Given the sophistication of the models presented by the "subjectively defined variables" 
approach to the study of occupational stress, some writers would argue (e. g., Beehr and 
Franz, 1987), that the earliest work on occupational stress was perhaps by social and 
organisational psychologists (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek & Rosenthal, 1964), who in the 
early 1960s, using survey methods reported an estimate of one-third or more of American 
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workers to be experiencing some occupational stress. Indeed, the publication of their 
book titled "Organisational Stress: Studies in Role Conflict and Ambiguity", Kahn et 
al. (1964) provided a theoretical base for the study of role conflict and ambiguity within 
organisations, generating in the process a large amount of research. Drawing from role 
theory (Parsons, 1951; Merton, 1957), Kahn and Quinn (1970) view stress as the result 
of discrepancies between one's expectations and one's capacity to meet demands, and 
discrepancies between expectations and personality of the role holder. Thus, they believed 
that stress results whenever the individual is unable to meet the demands of the role. 
Role-theory models: 
More specifically, Kahn et al. (1964) presented a "role episode model" in which a "focal 
person" and "role senders" (collectively constitute the role set) interact cyclically within 
a context influenced by "organizational factors" (eg., size of organization), "personality 
factors" (eg., motives, values, fears), and "interpersonal relations factors" (eg., power to 
influence others, dependence among persons or groups). "Role pressures" were the role 
sender's expectations for role performance, and when these pressures were perceived and 
processed by the focal person, they acted as "role forces" to influence focal person 
behaviour in a manner compatible or incompatible with the role senders' desires. Role 
conflict and ambiguity were seen as having an "objective" or actual, verifiable conditions 
in the work environment, and as having a "subjective" or psychological component, which 
are the internal states of the focal person. Depending on the mediating influences of 
personality and interpersonal relations factors, subject role conflict and ambiguity might 
or might not reflect their objective counterparts. 
Kahn et al. (1964) conceptualized and defined role conflict as being either: "intrarole", 
which results from conflicting expectations associated with a single position or status, and 
comprised of four forms (intrasender, intersender, person-role, and role overload); or 
"interrole", which results from incompatible demands made on the individual occupying 
several positions or roles simultaneously. Role ambiguity was viewed as deficient or 
uncertain information about role behaviours available to a given organisational position, 
which could originate from both environmental and individual sources. In addition, Kahn 
et al. recognized that, on the one hand, some organizational roles and expectations 
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associated with them, may be inherently ambiguous because of an uncertain and rapidly 
changing environment (eg., shifts in world markets, technology innovations); on the other 
hand he recognized that role ambiguity might originate from the individual, by noting that 
uncertainty of information may be attributable to poor intentional or unintentional 
communications, from role senders to the focal person or to the focal person's inability 
to interpret role-sender signals. Finally, they pointed out that contradictory messages 
from role senders may produce confusion and uncertainty, linking role ambiguity to role 
conflict. However, they were never very clear about the relationship between the two role 
constructs (King & King, 1990). 
Kahn et al. also defined two major types of role ambiguity: The first type, or "task 
ambiguity", "results from lack of information concerning the proper definition of the job, 
its goals and the permissible means for implementing them", which appear to have three 
specific forms (ie. "ambiguity regarding what is required, ambiguity regarding how 
responsibilities are to be met, and ambiguity regarding role senders). The second type 
of role ambiguity relates to the "socioemotional" aspects of one's role performance, and 
it involves a fourth specific form or "ambiguity regarding consequences of role 
behaviours". 
Kahn et al. (1964) outcome variables were directed at the individual, and the influences 
on the organisation were of secondary interest in analysis. As such they also provided an 
extensive conceptualization of the negative consequences of role conflict (eg., job 
dissatisfaction, tension) and role ambiguity (eg., feelings of futility, lowered self- 
confidence). 
Role-theory constructs have generated considerable empirical work, dominated mainly by 
studies using self-reported measures introduced by Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970). 
Such widespread adoption of role-theory may owe much to the flexibility in explanation 
afforded by its broadly defined constructs (Eulberg et al., 1988). Another small stream 
of studies have directed their attention to the psychometric properties of these self-reported 
measures (eg., Breaugh, 1980; House, Schuler & Levanoni, 1983; Schuler, Aldag & 
Brief, 1977; Tracy & Johnson, 1981). In recent years, these studies have also been the 
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focus of several major literature reviews (eg. Fisher & Gitelson, 1983; Jackson & 
Schuler, 1985; Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981), three of which used a meta-analytic 
approach (Hunter, Schmidt & Jackson, 1982; Schmidt & Hunter, 1977; Schmidt, Hunter, 
Pearlman & Shane, 1979). However, most of the reviews report large inconsistencies in 
research findings, mainly due to lack of conceptual clarity and deficient theoretical 
frameworks, leading to a lack of coherent research direction, failure to consider moderator 
variables, and inadequate linkages to related theoretical frameworks (King & King, 1990). 
According to Eulberger et al. (1988), some of the traditional models of stress are 
deficient, mainly because they attempt to be overly comprehensive and try to account for 
too many related themes, at the cost of "clarity, specificity, internal consistency and 
parsimony". Eulberger et al (1988) and King and King (1990) argue that the factors 
suggested by the role-theory construct model are too general and ill-defined. This leads 
to difficulties in making specific empirical predictions, in specifying conditions that are 
likely to generate internal consistencies or contradictions, in operationalizing constructs 
and hence empirically testing the entire model. For example, King and King (1990) in 
their discussions related to the construct validation of role conflict and ambiguity, point 
to the ambiguity in the meaning of role conflict and ambiguity, since each is described as 
either a characteristic of the environment (objective) or as a characteristic of the 
individual, or both. Moreover, as well as the role model being restricted to the role 
arena, Kahn et al also failed to provide details on how the several forms of role ambiguity 
and conflict should operate. Finally, King and King (1990) point to the fact that although, 
Kahn et al's. placement of the role constructs within a large theoretical structure is in 
keeping with standards of construct validation, the operationalization of constructs was a 
problem and psychometric issues were modestly emphasized (e. g., no indexes of 
consistency or reliability were offered). 
Some measures attempted to reflect behaviours associated with specific jobs. For 
example, Davis (1974) and King, Beehr and King's (1986) set of items were specific to 
the role of hospital nurse, Dougherty and Pritchard's (1985) "product-based measures" 
were specific to the role of attorney, and Toffler's task indexes were specific to the role 
of physicians' assistant. King and King (1990) concluded that besides the need for the 
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role constructs to be redefined, there is also a need to clarify the various forms of role 
conflict and ambiguity, so that role variables can be distinguished from other variables. 
In addition, there is a need to distinguish between personal characteristics (eg., personality 
factors), organisational factors and interpersonal factors. Finally, given that good 
measurement procedures "involves an interaction between definition and 
operationalization", King and King (1990) suggest that "researchers develop items to 
accurately portray the defined constructs". Other researchers, such as Dewe (1985) 
believe that instead of attempts to redefine the role constructs future research would 
benefit by examining the explanatory potential of the different role stressors, for a better 
understanding of the stress process. 
Person-Environment Fit Model (P-E f ): 
Another widely cited model of stress among occupational stress researchers is the Person- 
Environment (P-E) fit model devised by French, Rogers and Cobb (1974), and later 
extensively revised by Van Harrison (1978), which postulates two basic versions of the 
P-E fit approach to stress. The first postulates that stress is a lack of fit between 
characteristics of the person, or person's abilities, skills and his or her (work) 
environment demands or requirements (ie. D-A fit); the second, postulates that stress is 
a lack of fit between what the environment provides and the person's internal needs, 
motives, goals and values (i. e. S-V fit). Although, both S-V and D-A fit are causally 
related, as when the individual must satisfy job demands in order to achieve value states, 
and are often discussed under the rubric of the P-E fit, they are according to Edwards and 
Cooper (1990), conceptually different in terms of underlying processes and their related 
outcomes. According to Edwards and Cooper (1990), "the S-V suggests a process in 
which the individual draws from his or her personal value structure to cognitively evaluate 
the surrounding environment", whereas, "D-A fit suggests a process in which the 
individual musters his or her skills and abilities to meet the demands of the environment". 
The model further hypothesizes that deleterious psychological, physiological and 
behavioural outcomes (which may result in increase morbidity and mortality), may result 
whenever there is a lack of fit of either kind. Responses to stress include activities which 
attempt to reduce the misfit to allow for the individual needs to be met. 
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In an attempt to revised the P-E fit model, Van Harrison (1976; 1978; French, Caplan & 
Harrison, 1982) addresses broader conceptual issues, which according to Edwards and 
Cooper (1990), should be included in research methodology, and their measures should 
reflect the meaning of the constructs, as well as their distinct forms. In addition, Van 
Harrison and colleagues, suggested that the P-E fit model could be employed to identify 
individuals who were at risk, and in stress reduction programmes, with the aim of 
developing better P-E or person job fits. However, according to Eulberger et al. (1988), 
this model also fails to "clarify specific concepts", such as "the mutual influences and 
outcomes of subjective and objective misfit (eg., supply-values & ability-demand misfits)", 
and there is a great similarity between some of the model's concepts and other theoretical 
concepts (eg., instrumentality & expectancy). 
Nevertheless, the basic theoretical framework of the P-E fit model has been the basis, as 
pointed out by Edwards & Cooper (1990), of many current organisational stress theories. 
For example, Schuler's (1980) conceptualization of stress "as the dynamic condition" that 
prevents the individual from fulfilling his or her desires; and Cumming and Cooper (1979) 
"cybernetic framework" that suggests that a disparity between an individual's preferred 
and actual state will result in strain, both incorporate the fit between environmental 
supplies and personal motives, goals and values (ie. S-V fit). Similarly, McGrath's 
(1976) stress model, characterizes stress as involving a perceived environmental demand 
which threatens to exceed the person's capabilities and resources, and Karasek's (1979) 
job demands model, suggests that strains occur when high demands are combined with 
low ability to influence tasks and procedures at work, both implicitly incorporate the fit 
between environmental demands and personal skills and abilities (i. e. D-A fit). Edwards 
and Cooper (1990) also point out, that Lazarus and colleagues Transactional model of 
stress is "noteworthy", because it manages to integrate both D-A and S-V fits, by 
indicating that stress-related transactions between the person and environment involve both 
D-A misfit (situations were stressful when demands taxed or exceed resources) and S-V 
misfit (situations were stressful when meeting these demands intensified or increased the 
person's commitments). Previously, Mackay and Cox (1978) also pointed out that the P-E 
fit was an interactional approach to occupational stress which was consistent with the 
transactional model in many ways. 
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The large interest in the P-E fit concepts, according to Edwards and Cooper (1990), is due 
to a number of reasons. Firstly, to the shortcoming of previous stimulus and response 
approaches; secondly, to the long tradition of the model in psychology, influenced by such 
writers as Lewin (1938,1951) and Murray (1938); and finally to the general appeal the 
model has in viewing both the person and the environment as determinants of stress- 
related outcomes. However, Edwards and Cooper (1990) also maintain that it is difficult 
to prove or disprove the soundness of the model's approach to the study of stress based 
on the current evidence. They argue that research studies following this approach, also 
suffer from various theoretical and methodological problems, such as "inadequate 
distinction between different versions of fit (D-A & S-V), confusion of different forms of 
fit (discrepancy, interactive & proportional forms), poor measurement of fit components, 
and inappropriate analysis of the effects of fit". In fact, they went on to say, that they 
could not find "a single study" within this approach free from the above problems. 
It seems therefore, that the problems with the P-E fit model are very similar to the 
problems reported earlier with Kahn's role-theory model. However, many models still rely 
on the notion of P-E fit and role congruity (eg. Cooper & Marshall, 1976; Davidson & 
Cooper, 1981; Fineman, 1979; Payne, 1980) and there are also various models of stress 
that take Beehr & Newman's (1978) facet-analytic approach (Shirom, 1982). The facet- 
analytic approach attempts to provide a systematic list of sources of stress. However, by 
taking this root, Eulberg et al (1988) point out, that the list may be too comprehensive to 
be of practical use, and/or the list will inevitably have omissions and inadequacies. 
Moreover, the inclusiveness of the list will make it difficult to formulate adequate 
definitions of any given concept, or to specify relationships among specified facets. 
THE MEANING OF STRESS & 
RELATED TERMS 
Towards a Transactional Approach to Occupational Stress: 
Given the time spent on the verbal warfare as to what constitutes the stress concept, 
Hinkle (1973) questioned whether the use of the term stress should not be replaced by 
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more specifically defined constructs. However, in addition to disagreement on the general 
use of the term stress, the occupational stress field also lacks consensus on defining 
criteria within the field. Baum et al (1982) and others have suggested the use of multiple 
measures, such as: self-reports, behavioural-performance, psychophysiological and 
neuroendocrinological measures. However, Cox (1985a) would argue that "there cannot 
be physiological measures of stress, but physiological correlates", on the grounds that 
physiological responses should only be employed to corroborate evidence from subjective 
data. Moreover, Kasl (1986) also argues that, on conceptual grounds the potential number 
of indicators of stress are very large, and would not be elucidated by the use of multiple 
measures. 
However, the acknowledged difficulty in defining stress component variables and their 
exact relationship to one another, as emphasized by some transactional stress theorists 
(eg., Lazarus & Folkman, 1986), should not be construed as an argument for imprecise 
model development (Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 1991). According to Anastasi (1988), to 
facilitate measurement and replication, during model construction the researcher should 
precisely operationalize the terms used. Moreover, any definition must include the 
following three components, which according to Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991), the 
stress literature does not adhere to: (1) distinction, to contrast what the term is and is not; 
(2) dependencies or basic components from which the term is from; and (3) relations to 
other terms. 
Given the generality of the term stress, and the confusion prevailing in this area (Hans 
Selye reported, 1976) that because of his unfamiliarity with the English language, he 
originally failed to distinguish between stress and strain (Knapp, 1988), there appears to 
be partial agreement with some of the terms that have been used to define stress elements 
and phases (Paterson & Neufeld, 1989). For example, the subjectively or objectively 
defined stimuli or environmental situations are referred to as "stressors". These stressors 
are agents of the stress process and should not be confused with the "stress" concept or 
state that one is in (Humphrey, 1986). The consequences of stressors within the 
individual are collectively called the "stress response" or "strain". These can be physical, 
psychological or behavioural, but they are by definition indicators of ill-health and/ or 
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well-being of the individual (Beehr & Franz, 1987). "Tension" has also been confused 
with the stress concept. According to Humphrey (1986) "the main difference between 
stress and tensions, is that the former is a physical or mental state, or both, concerned 
with wear and tear of the body, whereas the latter is either a spontaneous or latent 
condition, that can help to bring about this wear and tear". Stress and Emotion, and 
Stress and Anxiety, are also often used to mean the same thing in the literature. 
According to Humphrey (1986), emotion is not a state of stress, but often a stressor, that 
can lead to stress. Emotion is considered to be "an individual response to unprepared 
situations or situations that are perceived by the individual as a possible source of gain or 
loss". Anxiety, like stress is a controversial and difficult concept to define (e. g., Hinton 
et al 1991; Hinton & Burton, 1992). Although, literally meaning "uneasiness of the 
mind", according to Humphrey (1986), this is a simple generalization of the concept, and 
the problem in implying that stress and anxiety mean the same thing, leads to the 
controversy as to whether they are complementary or interrelated, and to which one 
causes the other. According to Hinton and Burton (1992), the confusion may be due to 
the fact that anxiety may result from "fear" (as a result of autonomic stress response 
feedback). Fear reactions however, produce an anxiety state, which in turn exaggerates 
perceived demands and perceived coping capabilities, and thus increases psychological 
stress. Confusion also exists between "psychological stress" and "high arousal" (Hinton 
& Burton, 1992), which has led to the idea that some stress can be a good thing. 
According to Hinton and Burton, psychological stress is due to "perceived coping 
incapacity or PCI and perceived non-satisfaction needs", whereas high arousal is due to 
"perception of demands as exciting challenges". Humphrey (1986) also distinguishes 
between "physical", "physiological" and "psychological" stress, however, controversy may 
arise with respect to different theoretical approaches. According to Humphrey, "physical 
stress involves a real situation"... "e. g. physical exertion, a broad term pertaining to or 
relating to the body, whereas physiological stress is concerned with what the organs of 
the body do in relation to each other",... and "psychological stress is more concerned with 
foreseeing or imagining an emergency situation". 
According to Paterson and Neufeld (1989) there are three periods of interaction between 
the stressor and the individual. The stressor is usually referred to as a "Threat", at the 
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first period, before the stressful event actually occurs. Threat is always composed of 
some degree of severity and some probability of occurring at some point in time, and by 
itself can elicit a stress response. The second period, or "stressor impact" may result if 
the stressor's occurrence is not averted. The third or "Post-impact" period, is when the 
individual may be suffering from residual effects of the event. Given that many stressors 
do not impinge directly on the organism, the appraisal process occurs, during which the 
stressors are perceived and evaluated before they elicit a stress response. "Psychological 
stress" usually refers to those problems that are clearly subject to appraisal are 
investigated. 
Appraisal is a central component of most psychosocial research on stress and coping. 
Cognitive psychologists, such as Lazarus (1966), believe that "for threat to occur, an 
evaluation must be made of the situation to the effect that a harm is signified". However, 
Fleming and Singer (1984) have also pointed out that there may be direct effects of 
physical stressors that are not necessarily affected by appraisal. For example, the physical 
damage associated with smoking is well known and these may occur independently of any 
individual appraisal. Beehr and Franz (1987) also argue that "it is not clear that 
awareness is a necessary condition for the existence of stress in all its forms". They go 
on to argue that, some organisational stressors, such as role conflict and ambiguity, and 
strains, such as anxiety, involve individual awareness, whilst others such as, X-rays, drugs 
and hypertension, do not. It is therefore a matter for debate whether individuals need to 
be aware of stress in order to experience strain or perform poorly. The cognitive notion 
however, according to Beehr and Franz (1987), may be driven by their interest in the 
coping processes in which individuals engage when they perceive some sort of threat. 
Moreover, most researchers in organizational stress who employ self-report questionnaire 
measures, tend to assume that the individual is aware of their stress "without ever asking 
employees directly whether they think they have experienced stress" (Beehr & Franz, 
1987). They also wrongly assume that individuals do not know what is stressful, and 
wrongly assume that stressors are best determined by examining their causal relationships 
on strains. 
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Even were every researcher to employ the same terms, it is evident that there are still 
observed differences in research orientations to stress (Beehr & Franz, 1987). Moreover, 
as a number of writers have pointed out (eg., Cox, 1978; Shirom, 1988; Pratt & Barling, 
1988; Dewe, 1991a), the approaches dictate the measures employed. Thus, the 
methodology applied to measure stressful situations is usually a product of how stressors 
are defined. Consequently, the narrowly defined concept of traditional approaches, have 
been criticised for only being concerned with identifying the presence of work/ 
environmental characteristics and for ignoring the significance of such events to the 
individual (Shirom, 1988), for using measures which are insufficiently sensitive to 
differentiate between similar events (Glowinkowski & Cooper, 1985); or for ignoring 
other events (Fineman & Payne, 1981; Fisher & Giteson, 1983; McCrae, 1990, Dewe, 
1988; 1991a). 
Moreover, although recent approaches have deviated somewhat from the more basic 
stimulus-based and response-based approaches, by introducing some interactive variables, 
(personality characteristics), some would argue that a true transactional model of 
occupational stress is more appropriate (Cox, 1978). This may be because even recent 
approaches that attempted to improve on traditional S-R theories are still too mechanical 
in the way they define the nature of stress. According to Cox (1978), they still fail to 
identify 
... 
"with some surety what is stressful about particular real-life situations", to 
... "be able to quantify the 
degree of stress present", to adequately account for 
... "individual differences, and to distinguish whether ... "stress exists in the eye of the 
subject or in the eye of the experimenter". On the other hand, Transactional approaches 
base their definitions and models of stress on intervening psychological processes, which 
emphasise the active role of the individual (eg., Cox & Mackay's "Man-Environment 
Transaction", 1981). 
Handy (1988) maintains that a major deficiency in current "stressor" measures is the lack 
of incorporation of "microvariables". Eulberg et al (1988), also maintain that a model 
such as McGrath's (1976) stress and task performance model, is one of the least 
susceptible to criticisms of internal consistency, due to its exceptional clarity. 
Nevertheless, some concepts such as "task difficulty" may be difficult to operationalize, 
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and there are difficulties in integrating the findings with respect to task satisfaction when 
stress relationships are specified only in the context of task performance. However, 
according to Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991) and others, most of the controversy today 
has centred around the issue of confounded measures. It follows then, that interactions 
between ill-defined constructs are particularly difficult to interpret, because the 
relationships between independent variables and the outcome measures are neither 
conceptually nor statistically distinct for interpretation purposes. 
Some authors believe that the methodological recommendations, such as Thoists' (1983) 
alterations to improve discrimination between dependent and independent variables in 
terms of their desirability, controllability, predictability, seriousness and time clustering, 
have influenced current research (eg. Smith, Patterson & Grant, 1990). However, there 
is evidence to suggest that the relationship between stressors and stress, as measured by 
existing devices, is not a strong one (Kessler, Price & Wortman, 1985), and does not 
account for a large amount of variance (Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 1991). 
Traditional measures according to Dewe (1991a), were designed to provide "global 
measures of work situations", and not designed to identify "specific work stressors" 
(Jackson & Schuler, 1985). Dewe cites several studies (eg., Shaw & Riskind, 1983; 
Cooper & Roden, 1985; Newton & Keenan, 1985), which confirm the belief that 
"occupationally specific measures" are better at identifying specific stressors, as well as 
"predicting and capturing the subtlety of different work practices", even though, global 
measures may provide "a level of communality across studies". Schafer and Fals-Stewart 
(1991) also believe that overall, stress research designs are stronger on "external validity", 
i. e. the ability to generalize results to other populations and other levels of variables of 
interest, than they are on "internal validity", i. e. for interpreting the variations in one's 
own measures of the dependent variable, due to the influence of independent variables. 
This they argue may be due to the shift towards quasi-experimental designs by stress 
researchers, which according to Depner et al (1984), seldom employ control groups. 
Depner et al. (1984) as cited by Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991), believes that the control 
environment of a laboratory setting may facilitate the interpretation of the relationship 
between dependent and independent measures, and thus, be useful for defining the degree 
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of association among specific constructs in the stress model. However, as Kessler (1983) 
and others has pointed out, it is easier to make generalizations to the "real world" from 
studies in naturalistic settings, than from studies on laboratory environments. Dewe 
(1988) also claims that the adopted methods of many studies in occupational stress 
(particularly those involving nurses) lacked adequate comparison groups to actual test for 
differences. In addition, they have neglected the different types of populations involved 
(e. g., different nursing specialities), different aspects of the environment, as well as the 
"nature" and "type" of stressors and their "occurrence". 
A Transactional Approach to Research: 
Researchers favouring the Transactional approach, encore and justify the use of both 
qualitative and quantitative methodologies. That is, they examine how workers themselves 
perceive their working environments, in terms of, for example: demand, frequency and 
duration (Shirom, 1988; Dewe, 1991a), instead of labelling the events as stressors on a 
priori basis, so that they may be said to be occupation-specific and individually expressed 
(Dewe, 1985; 1988; 1991a). They attempt to devise valid measures of stress that are 
reliable over time; and recognise that the components of models of the stress process are 
not always related to each other in a linear fashion (eg., Kaplan, 1990). 
Others, such as Hinton and Burton (1992) also advocate the use of psychophysiological 
field studies in real-life working situations, given that such dependent variables are 
objective and accurate measures. Moreover, physiological responses have also been found 
to be intrinsically involved in coping and adaptation outcomes, and can also provide 
objective evidence for the impact of stress and individual differences (Steptoe, 1989). 
Although, Hinton (1988) and Hinton and Burton (1992) argue that research is still needed 
on the degree of sensitivity of psychophysiological indices, and on the extent such 
measures will be able to predict "acute or chronic stress", the validity of such measures 
as indices of stress response is well established. Hinton and Burton (1992) name a number 
of dependent variables that they believe may be useful in determining psychological stress. 
These may include reactions such as: cortisol secretion and salivary [K+] and [Na'] 
(Hinton, 1991), catecholamines, non-specific electrodermal activity (frequency and 
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magnitude), electromyographic (EMG) and some cardiovascular indices, eg., pulse transit 
time and heart rate changes which relate to coping style (Hinton, 1988). The only 
difficulty Hinton and Burton (1992) see in the application of such measures in research 
in Britain is due to the reorganization of the Health Service, which has hampered cross- 
disciplinary programmes. Without such psychophysiological measurement, Hinton and 
Burton (1992) believe that there will be no objective indices of the causes and effects of 
psychological stress, which are essential for the legal profession to take the evidence of 
work stress seriously (Earnshaw & Cooper, 1991). Furthermore, such measures play an 
important part in validating rating scales for psychological stress assessment, and in 
evaluating the effectiveness of work stress management programmes. 
From measuring work demands, different affective states, and their inter-relationships, 
some researchers have turned their attention not only to psychophysiological measurement 
and to "moderate analysis" (to examine inconsistencies in the stressor-stress relationship), 
but also more recently to simultaneous equation approaches. With our awareness of the 
apparent ever-increasing complexity of the stress process, the simultaneous equation 
approach or structural equations modelling (SEM) appears to be one useful tool in stress 
theory formulation and modelling (Bentler, 1980; Kaplan, 1990; Wagner et al., 1988; 
Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988). This procedure allows complex models to be described and 
tested and allows for the cumulative inclusion of new variables into previously constructed 
and tested models. In a simultaneous equation approach the dependent variables are the 
occurrence of stressors and appraisal of stress, which have their own set of predictors. 
Appraisal of stress is both influenced by objectively occurring circumstances and 
individual characteristics (eg., Wagner, 1990). Thus, this procedure might address many 
of the problems faced by investigators in stress research in particular, since it can also 
incorporate multiple levels of measurement of each construct to test validity considerations 
in a multitrait-multimethod fashion (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 
1991). 
However, structural equation modelling also has its limitations (Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 
1991). Kessler (1983) and Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991), point out that the procedure 
must be used within the guidelines of a research strategy. In addition, Depner et al. 
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(1984), suggest that a "truncated range" of several independent variables can distort the 
interpretation of interaction terms involving such variables. Hence, truncated ranges 
should be reported so as to enable further replication. Moreover, Schafer & Fals-Stewart 
(1991) argue that although the limitations of the general linear model have been widely 
accepted for the sake of parsimony over curvilinear modelling, they cite Veil (1987) as 
showing that this bias can lead to serious misinterpretations, such as the production of 
interaction or buffering artifacts (e. g, by social support with life events on depression, the 
dependent variable). 
Overall Problems with Transaction & Interaction Approaches: 
With the rapid rise in the number of variables considered in stress research (Kessler et al., 
1985), researchers often over or underestimate effect size (Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 1991). 
Detection of interaction effects require larger sample sizes than those commonly reported 
in the stress literature to achieve adequate levels of statistical power (Cohen, 1988), and 
thus avoid increasing the numbers of "false negative" findings, or Type II errors (Kessler 
& Macleod, 1984; Jaccard et al., 1990). Besides the need for large sample sizes, better 
designs and statistical analysis, Jaccard et al. (1990) also maintains that there are other 
reasons why true interaction effects may go undetected. These may include (1) problems 
of multicollinearity, or when the main effect or X variables are not centred prior to the 
formation of product terms; (2) measurement error, such as low reliability of measures 
involved; (3) inappropriate metrics, such as the large departures from interval-scaling, 
which are unsuitable for use with moderate regression analysis; (4) and finally, the fact 
that the functional form of the interaction should be considered on a priori basis in the 
absence of a strong theory. 
Many would agree that research utilising the transactional approach, even with all its 
frailties, has contributed enormously to the theory of occupational stress. In particular, 
by linking the perception of work stressors to a large number of individual and 
organisational components. However, such research has also received several criticisms, 
some of which have already been mentioned. Overall, it has been mainly criticised for 
the very broad definition of stress, for poorly defined constructs, which are difficult to 
operationalize and distinguish (e. g., stress-psychological symptoms from adaptational 
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outcomes-somatic health), allowing conceptual overlapping of content, that may 
compromise validity (eg., Kasl, 1978; 1986; Fineman & Payne, 1981; Brief & Atieh, 
1987; Deutsch, 1986; Dohrenwend & Shrout, 1985; Schafer & Fals-Stewart, 1991). For 
example, according to Dohrenwend et al. (1984), Lazarus' stress approach is confounded, 
and causal interpretations are clouded because the transactional approach integrates 
subjective appraisal of ongoing "hassles" in a model predicting a relationship between 
"stress" and "health". This confounding of variables can be addressed, according to 
Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991), if variables are measured in relation to the temporal 
sequence involved in the subjective appraisal of stress. This however, might not always 
be so simple in naturalistic settings. Moreover, Kaplan (1990) also maintains that, given 
the complexity of this stress process, if multivariate causal models are developed, there 
is an increased possibility that observed relationships among distinct concepts are 
confounded, due to the common association of these constructs with other concepts. For 
example, McCrae (1990) reports that neuroticism has been shown to influence perceptions 
of stress, ways of coping, satisfaction with social supports, psychological well-being and 
somatic complaints, thus increasing the invalidity of the explanatory constructs. One may 
attempt to control for neuroticism, but as Schafer and Fals-Stewart (1991) maintain, "in 
a comprehensive model of stress, cross-sectional overlap may be inevitable". Whereas 
the transactional approach favours longitudinal designs to cross-section designs, they both 
have certain drawbacks to consider, as pointed out by several authors. However, Schafer 
and Fals-Stewart (1991) has also pointed out that while limitations with cross-section 
designs are apparent, such designs can be "indispensable" during early stages of the 
research. 
Several other criticisms of this approach consist of: ignoring the influence of other 
variables, such as the subject's mood (Kaplan, 1990); ignoring the influence of shared 
response set and presence of an outcome, which may alter the perception or/and reporting 
of an exposure (Kasl, 1986). Reported problems, according to Fisher and Elder (1990) 
also reflect personal decisions which determine forms of daily activity, and hence may 
have direct implications for the sources of stress that are reported. Criticism has also 
been levelled at the placing of too much emphasis on the importance of moderating 
variables and neglecting the constructs themselves, and thus becoming empirically too 
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dependent on the Interactional perspective (eg., Dewe, 1989; 1991a). Finally, this 
approach has also come under criticism for being "overly subjective", given that both 
stress and coping resources are defined and measured as appraisal processes. Thus 
stressors, which for a person with particularly effective coping resources are thought to 
be trivial, might not be reported, and hence are not studied (Dohrenwend & Shrout, 1985; 
Hobfoll, 1989; Wagner, 1990). 
Hobfoll (1989) attempts to avoid this "overly subjective" problem or what he and Wagner 
(1990) call the "circularity of the appraisal-based model", by offering an alternative model 
of stress, with testable hypotheses, stipulating that stress is a reaction to an environmental 
occurrence. The most important of these hypotheses being: that perceived or actual 
"threat" should be followed by attempts to minimize resource loss, and that in the absence 
of stress, persons strive to develop excess resources for use in future stressful situations. 
However, Wagner (1990) first criticizes Hobfoll's model for failing to solve the 
circulatory problem, since both appraisal of threat and resources are central to his concept 
of stress and resources. Secondly, Wagner argues that Hobfoll's model accounts for only 
loss events as truly stressful, and disregards non-loss stressful events. Finally, and 
perhaps more importantly, although Wagner believes that Hobfoll's model might generate 
research to advance the field of stress, Hobfoll's concept of resources is based on the very 
unlikely assumption that individuals when not under stress, work to "stockpile resource 
surpluses for use during future stress". 
ne of Stressors: Events & their Meaning. 
The issue raised in the stress literature concerning the distinction between events and 
meanings, is also tied to the question of measurement, not only with respect as to how one 
can efficiently distinguish and quantify independent variables from dependent variables, 
but also with respect to how does one quantify events and their meaning. Some would 
argue that it would be largely impossible to separately and objectively quantify dependent 
from independent measures (Hinton & Burton, 1992), because of individual differences. 
While this might be true, the type of scale one employs in measurement, (e. g., intensity, 
frequency and/or duration), and whether one or more scales should be used in measuring 
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events and their meaning might be an important factor to consider, since neither the stress 
concept, nor the events that lead up to the experience of stress, are single concepts with 
a single meaning. 
Research on stress varies in the way in which different stress scales instruct individuals 
to respond. In many studies, measures of work stressors may be oversimplified (Payne 
et al., 1982; De Frank, 1988; Newton, 1989), because they are used to imply "demand" 
rather than measure it (Glowinkowski & Cooper, 1985). Other studies assume that the 
presence of an event indicates that it is stressful, and subjects are often only asked 
whether the various events exist at work (DeFrank, 1988). Although, like many other 
writers, Kaplan (1990) believes that "what is stressful is what a person reports as 
stressful, personal meanings are automatically included in the definition of stressful 
occurrences", what is also needed according to other researchers, myself included, is a 
distinction between knowing the extent to which an event occurs and predicting its impact 
(DeFrank, 1988; Pratt & Barling, 1988; Dewe, 1991a; Vieira, Hammond & Wood, 
1991). 
Whereas traditionally "demand" was used to describe work stressors themselves, 
(presumably independent of the individual or on a priori basis) without adaptation to any 
specific population, as illustrated from a list of sources of organizational stress 
summarized by Glowinkowski and Cooper (1985) and Holt (1982)), Payne et al (1988) 
suggests that the term, should only imply how events are appraised, and a more neutral 
term like "milieu" should be given to describe events. This is because events are 
dependent upon the perceptions and general distortions of a particular individual 
(Glowinkowski & Cooper, 1985; Duckworth, 1985). 
Due to the difficulty in identifying personal meaning in stress, Fisher & Elder (1990) 
suggest that there appears to be a shift in research towards a "response-definition of 
stress". For example, Fisher & Elder's (1990) methodology of Epidemiology Problem 
Analysis (EPA), claims to incorporate both personal meaning and contextual factors, by 
asking subjects to specify in writing a series of problems created by a life event or 
situation over a period of time. Others believe that a more effective and predictable 
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measure of stress would be achieved if events were simultaneously measured along several 
dimensions, such as: "frequency, duration, magnitude of consequences, persistence of 
consequences, positive or negative implications for the stress system, as well as 
periodicity and rate" (McGrath & Beehr, 1990; Kaplan, 1990). 
Dewe (1991a) attempted to investigate the impact of three such dimensions of stress (ie. 
frequency, duration and demand) simultaneously on the relationship between several work- 
role stressors and tension. He found that they all significantly and incrementally 
contributed to the variance explained, with demand having the greater relative effect. 
However, a significant interaction effect was only found for one work-role stressor. 
Dewe concluded that these dimensions are conceptually different, given their significantly 
different effects on the work-role stressor. However, he argues that a "combination" of 
these different measures is needed to support the notion that there may be some interaction 
between dimensions, as noted by other researchers (eg., De Frank, 1988; Pratt & Barling, 
1988). In addition, Dewe also points out that the different levels of demand, frequency 
and duration may also be interpreted as reflecting the differences in the nature of the 
stressor with respect to chronic versus acute stressors. Although, at a conceptual level 
these differences have been recognized and documented, according to Dewe, there is a 
need to investigate the impact of such differences more fully. 
Both the need for a combination of the different stress dimensions or measures, and the 
fact that they are conceptually different, has implications for future research on stress. 
Furthermore, it also appears to be consistent with Lazarus' contention, as reported by Van 
Der Ploeg et al., (1986), that "frequently experienced low-intensity stressors may have 
more detrimental effects than a high-intensity stressor that is rarely experienced, and 
stressors that are high in both frequency and intensity would seem to have the most 
adverse effects". Studies on stress at work have also shown, according to Fisher & Elder 
(1990), that health problems tend to be reported by only a few subjects, but those few 
subjects who do report health problems are very worried by them. They also report that 
in one of their studies, they found only 12 % of academics categorize "research activity" 
as a problem. However, worry levels were "exceptionally" high for that problem. They 
speculated that when this "problem" occurs, it might produce "feelings of inadequacy" or 
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"overload" due, perhaps, to lack of time. However, they also concluded that there are 
low-frequency problems which can be really distressing when they occur. Thus, this also 
seems to suggest that it is important to investigate the meaning and nature of stressors, 
given that the stress process is clearly multidimensional. 
This multidimensional aspect of stress has also been recognised by Beehr and Bhagat 
(1985) in their "Integrated Model of Stress and Cognitions in Organizations". They define 
stress "as a cognitive state in which an individual confronts a decision-making or problem- 
solving situation characterized by high levels of uncertainty, associated with obtaining 
important outcomes, and in which existence of such uncertainties are long in their 
duration". The main conceptual dimensions of stress proposed in their model 
(Uncertainty, Importance and Duration) are combined in a multiplicative function. They 
suggest that in problem-solving and decision-making situations, stress equals this 
multiplicative function (ie. S= [Uc XIX D] ). Moreover, this multiplicative function also 
suggests that in a situation where the individual (1) "has no important set of outcomes"; 
(2) "has no uncertainties associated with obtaining the rewards or outcomes"; or (3) 
"experiences these conditions for virtually no length of time (duration is close to zero)", 
there would be no stress. In other situations which do not involve decision-making and 
problem-solving, Beehr and Bhagat proposed that "stress will be a function of the 
perceived demands on the individual, and the perceived resources and coping strength of 
the individual, multiplied by the perceived importance of meeting the demands and the 
duration of the situation". They do not specify this function in order to be consistent with 
more than one theory of stress, since they argue, that different theories vary in the way 
in which they incorporate environmental demands and individual resources. For example, 
according to Beehr and Bhagat (1985), one of such theories comes from the P-E fit 
proposed by Van Harrison (1985), and the other from McGrath's (1976) task-performance 
job stress model, which appear to agree on some concepts, but are contradictory regarding 
the means of combining the constructs. That is, the P-E fit model, views stress as leading 
to strain for the organisation rather than for the individual when stress is associated to the 
absolute difference between organisational demands and employee abilities; whereas, 
stress on the individual employee is the difference between two different dimensions. In 
contrast, they argue that McGrath's model proposes that this absolute difference be 
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subtracted from a constant in order to predict stress outcomes. Thus, according to 
McGrath's solution, the effect would have the opposite meaning, given that smaller 
differences between the two constructs would result in more stress. 
Although Beehr and Bhagat (1985) claim that their stress definition incorporates several 
aspects of previous stress definitions and research from both health and organizational 
fields, and offers an additive function of overall amount of stress experienced by the 
individual, which they argue are a "combination of stresses from both work and non-work 
domains for future research", they appear to fail mainly with respect to conceptual clarity. 
That is, in an attempt to produce a sophisticated and intricate theory of stress, they would 
probably be criticized, for producing what appears to be, too broad and complex theory 
for conceptual precision, and for not resolving the problem of clarity and construct 
validity inherent in previous theories of stress. They themselves note that the distinction 
between certain constructs is a difficult one to make. 
Nevertheless, Beehr and Bhagat (1985) appear to present a model within which 
distinctions are made between different stress levels as established by more recent studies 
already mentioned in this chapter, to imply different levels of demand, which they attempt 
to combine in a multiplicative function. They therefore support the notion that several 
stress dimensions interact and the effects of their impact on the individual will be 
dependent on their personal meaning. However, their framework could also be criticized, 
for under-specifying the stress concept, given that research has shown, for example, that 
frequency and intensity levels of stress are also important elements. Moreover, their 
"uncertainty" and "importance" concepts are rather broad and resemble other theoretical 
concepts, and therefore may be neither conceptually nor statistically distinct for 
interpretation purposes. 
Overall, even if in some ways, their framework of stress is: (1) more specific and in other 
ways more general than many of the previous approaches; (2) accounts for the different 
levels of perceived demand characteristics of different jobs; and (3) may contribute to the 
understanding of some of the reasons why some jobs are perhaps perceived as more 
stressful than others, their attempt to integrate different approaches to the stress theory 
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fails to instruct how each of the three elements are to be operationalized. In particular, 
their expectancy framework for understanding the uncertainty levels in stress is rather 
complex, and may be difficult to operationalize. This is more likely to be the case if one 
attempts to simultaneously identify specific types of stressors in a population, as opposed 
to formulating stressors on a priori basis. 
SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 
More than forty years after Selye's book on stress was published, Graveling (1991), in 
an editorial section of the "Work & Stress" journal, appears to argue that the problems 
with the stress concept remain, primarily the problem of measurement, and although 
researchers have acknowledged such problems, they have set aside their differences in an 
attempt to promote cross-fertilization of ideas. However, in a reply to Graveling, Hinton 
and Burton (1992) argues that this is not so, given the increase in sophisticated research 
measures, and the attempts to integrate the field of occupational stress within a 
multidisciplinary approach. 
In spite of more sophisticated theoretical frameworks and techniques, it is still perhaps 
true to say that the evidence so far is still controversial and insufficient, and as a 
consequence may hinder understanding of the occupational stress phenomenon. According 
to Shafer & Fals-Stewart (1991) and others, the lack of progress is mainly due to "(1) 
conceptualization and operationalization; (2) measurement; (3) design; and (4) analysis", 
which "parallels the torpid movement of psychological research in general". Moreover, 
Theorell (1988) also maintains that "the epidemiological evidence in work compensation 
cases should ideally indicate a relative risk associated with the factor, or, even better, an 
attributed risk. We are far from having reached that state in this research field, 
particularly since we have not even agreed upon theoretical concepts or measurements to 
be used". However, Theorell also predicts that we might acquire such evidence within 
the coming years. 
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Given the state of research on stress at work, it is perhaps not surprising that the 
discipline has not always been taken seriously. While in the 1980s attempts to increase 
cost and efficiency due to stress-related losses (eg. absenteeism) focused on the provision 
of staff counselling (Graveling, 1991), and creating more friendly organisational 
environments, the early years of the economically depressed 1990s seems to herald the 
use of redundancy as a means of rationalizing stress-related costs. 
It seems, as Cox (1987a) states, that "Today, it is easier than ever before to talk about 
stress", perhaps due to the increase awareness about the sources and causes of work 
stress, created by the media, which has also resulted in increased interest, both positively 
and negatively, by a large and diverse group of professionals and unprofessionals alike. 
However, it is possible that as Cox (1987a) also maintains, this has both "helped and 
hindered scientific progress in this area". On the one hand, it has "increased general 
awareness", on the other, it has "created a demand for a popular approach", which has 
endangered the practice of good scientific research, and facilitated the soft-sell of stress- 
consultancy lacking in situation-specific knowledge. Hence a down-grading of 
professional and scientific insights. It seems essential, therefore, that we ensure that the 
pursuit of short-term financial gains does not bankrupt occupational stress research of its 
credibility as a discipline. If ever the "popularists" are divested of their jargon, it will 
become evident that "the emperor has no clothes". 
Although, Cox (1987a) argues that "an eclectic approach must be preferred" to the study 
of occupational stress, as Ursin (1987) and others have pointed out, it is also of common 
concern that there appears to be "no specific European or Universal (my italics) approach 
to work and stress problems". Perhaps because of the latter, and the fact that, we are still 
too attached to traditional approaches and concepts, further progress may be slow. For 
example, according to Beehr & Franz (1987), there are at least still four identifiable 
approaches to studying occupational stress that have emerged from earlier perspectives of 
stress, but which have developed largely independently of each other (ie. the medical 
approach, the clinical or counselling psychological approach, the engineering 
psychological approach and the organisational approach). 
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From these four approaches, stressors, outcomes, and treatments in the work place are 
still characterized in three particular ways: "(1) whether stressors are physical or 
psychological characteristics of the work environment, (2) whether the outcomes are 
strains (psychological or physical) on performance, and (3) whether treatments are aimed 
at changing some aspect of the individual directly (usually at a strain response) or at 
changing some part of the organisation (usually at something conceived as a stressor)". 
These approaches appear to have become disciplines in their own right, which according 
to Cox (1987a), along with other disciplines, such as ergonomics, have been drawn into 
"functional management groups, such as health and safety, occupational nursing, health 
education in the workplace, physiotherapy, along with time management groups". In 
addition, with the growth of interest and research, according to Cox (1987a), other 
professional disciplines were sought-after; these included, "work counsellors, clinical 
psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers, psychiatric and general nurses, along with .... 
other disciplines concerned with work: production engineering, industrial and medical 
sociology, epidemiology, management science and many others". 
According to Ursin (1987) "in order to make progress, to be able to decide which route 
to take, we must know where we are and where we want to go, and we must have some 
idea of how to get there". Given the lack of consensus in the research literature with 
respect to the stress concept, perhaps as already pointed out by several researchers and 
authors, it is time to reflect on what we are trying to measure. 
Commenting on Mozart's music Vladimir Horowitz was reported to have said "it is too 
easy for beginners and too hard for experts" (Pais 1991). Pais also wrote that this could 
also apply to quantum physics. Perhaps the same can be said for the study of stress. 
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2.0 PRESENT STUDY 
The main aims of this study were three-fold: 
Firstly, to identify, define and measure different categories of potential specific and global 
job stressors, by focusing on the individual's psychological state, in two populations of 
retail sales staff (sales assistants and supervisors). Secondly, it aims to investigate the 
relationship between the different potential categories of job stressors and a number of 
other variables, such as job and personal demographic factors, personality (EPQ-R), 
coping styles (WCS), psychosomatic health, job satisfaction and health behaviour 
(cigarette and alcohol consumption); Thirdly, it aims to examine the interactive effect of 
two different individual variables (i. e., coping styles and neuroticism), on the relationship 
between each potential job-specific stressor and two outcome variables (i. e., 
psychosomatic ill-health and job dissatisfaction). 
The general work-stress model (Tetrick & LaRocco, 1987) has been identified by Cooper 
(1983) from the growing literature exploring occupational stress as a clearly preferred 
research model. This model postulates: (1) that the perceived presence of certain work 
stressors may be predictive of a variety of job related stresses; and that (2) at times, there 
are certain individual differences and situational characteristics that moderate this stressor- 
strain relationship. With respect to perceived work-role stressors, research has established 
moderating relationships between these types of work stressors and both affective reactions 
(job satisfaction, tension, anxiety), and behavioural reactions (absenteeism, performance). 
With respect to moderating variables, however, research has provided some contradictory 
findings (Cohen & Edwards, 1989). Thus, this study attempts to investigate this model 
in a retail population, which to the author's knowledge, has not yet been examined in the 
occupational stress literature. In addition, with the objective of addressing some of the 
methodological issues, this study also attempts to evaluate and compare two job stress 
measures (i. e., a specific or individually expressed measure of stress, and a global job 
stress measure). Finally, a job stress measure with relatively novel features was 
developed, which was specifically aimed to determining the degree of perceived job stress 
by evaluating the individual estimates of amount/ intensity of job stress perceived, 
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associated with perceived occurrence/ frequency of job stress. The rationale for this 
approach is explained in chapter six. 
More specifically, the research goals took the following form: 
(1) in an attempt to identify, define and measure those situations which are perceived and 
reported to be potentially stressful by sales assistants and supervisors in a retail company, 
these situations were examined with respect to the individual's perception of the balance 
or "transaction" between the demands made upon them and their ability to cope with those 
demands. 
A transactional model has been chosen as the main theoretical approach to this study for 
the following reasons: Firstly, accurate measurement of the stimulus, or response, or traits 
of the individual have been regarded as insufficient to capture the essence of the whole 
phenomenon. Secondly, while accepting the exploratory nature of some of the approaches 
on occupational stress, it seems that the sources of stress measured by previous theories 
were as Dewe (1987) puts it, "derived principally on a priori basis with little emphasis 
being given to identifying those situations which are individually perceived as potentially 
stressful". 
Thus, stress cannot be defined simply in terms of workload or the occurrence of situations 
determined by consensus to be stressful (Holmes & Masuda, 1974). Equally, it cannot 
be defined in terms of responses that are sometimes consequences of stress, such as 
physiological mobilisation (Selye, 1976), or cognitive dysfunction (Horowitz, 1976). 
According to Cox (1985a, b), stress is not a dimension of the physical or psychosocial 
environment. In occupational stress, for example, stress resides in the person's 
recognition of their inability to cope with demand relating to work and in their subsequent 
experience of discomfort (Cox, 1985a, b). 
A central feature of such "transactional" approaches to stress is the process of cognitive 
appraisal (Lazarus, 1966) which Holroyd and Lazarus (1982) have defined as "the 
evaluative process that imbues a situational encounter with meaning". However, Cox and 
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colleagues have gone further to suggest that this process offers "a continual monitoring 
of at least four aspects of the person's interaction with their environment, and a continual 
evaluation of the balance between them" (Cox, 1978; 1985a; Cox & Mackay, 1981). 
Thus, cognitive appraisal appears to take account of the persons's perception of: 
"(1) the demands on them; 
(2) their personal characteristics and coping resources (i. e., their knowledge, attitudes, 
skills and behavioural styles); 
(3) the constraints that they are under when coping; and 
(4) the support they receive from others when coping. " (Cox, 1985a, b) 
It seems, therefore, that according to Cox, the important factor is not the absolute level 
of demand, but the discrepancy that exists between the person's perception of the demands 
that they are under, and their ability to cope. This further suggests that there may be 
individual differences in the stress experienced in any given work situation and under any 
given level of demand, because of the differences in ability to cope. Moreover, stress 
may arise from both underload (demands being smaller than resources) and overload 
situations (demands being greater than resources), (Cox, 1985). 
Following this perspective, in this study, a typical "stressful situation" was defined as one 
which the person's resources are not well matched to the level of demand placed on them, 
and where there are constraints on how they can cope and little social support for coping" 
(Cox, 1988). Hence, the situation is self-perceived as negative or unpleasant. 
The measurement of stress at work was thus, focused on the individual's psychological 
state. That is, the person's perception and construction of the physical and social 
environment at work, which derives from the person's appraisal (Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus 
& Folkman, 1984)) of their adaptation to the demands which are made on them (Cox et 
al., 1983). 
Hence, even though there is a large number of instruments in the literature to measure 
work stressors, they are according to several authors (e. g., Jackson and Schuler, 1985; 
Dougherty & Pritchard, 1985, Dewe, 1987), designed to provide "global perceptions" 
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of work situations. It was therefore decided to develop an "occupationally specific" stress 
measure, given that such a measure may be better at identifying specific problems and of 
greater predictive value (e. g., Dewe, 1987; 1991a). However, in an attempt to examine 
the criticism raised as to how job stressors should be measured, in addition to the 
occupationally specific, or job-specific stress measure (as we call it), a global measure of 
stress (i. e., Spielberger's Job Stress Survey), was also included in this study. 
In addition to job stressors, this study explores the coping strategies, and stress 
manifestations reported by sales assistants and supervisors, in response to job-related 
stress. The importance of examining coping in occupational stress research is an obvious 
one, especially if a transactional framework is employed to define stress, since it is 
usually associated with a conviction that coping is a major factor in the overall process 
(Folkman & Lazarus, 1980; Lazarus and Folkman, 1984; Cox and Ferguson, 1991). 
Moreover, despite general agreement that how individuals cope with job stress is an area 
that needs to be examined empirically (e. g., Bhagat & Beehr, 1985), coping has received 
little attention in occupational stress research (Dewe, 1991b). In addition, as Long (1988) 
pointed out, "the inability to cope effectively with stress is a major factor in determining 
a person's energy levels and whether he/she will have performance failures, ruptures in 
interpersonal relationships, and health problems". 
Coping in this study, is defined as cognitive or behavioural "responses to work or work- 
related encounters that tax individual abilities and resources" (Dewe et al., 1993). 
In order to collect information on potential stressful situations at work, coping strategies, 
the subsequent stress manifestations, and to develop measures which adequately reflect the 
experiences of the two populations, it was essential that both a qualitative and quantitative 
approach to data collection be adopted. With this in mind, a three-stage research 
programme was devised. 
The qualitative approach, or preliminary stage, took the form of group discussions and 
semi-structured interviews with both female and male sales assistants and supervisors, 
wherein the potential causes of work stress were explored and information was collected. 
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Content analysis of the responses produced a range of coherent data which were employed 
as the basis for developing the first quantitative study or pilot questionnaire (stage-two). 
In addition to the measure of job-specific stress, coping strategies and stress 
manifestations, the pilot questionnaire also included a measure of Mood Stress and 
Arousal Adjectives, to determine the affective mood state of the subjects at the time of 
questionnaire completion. Component structure was examined for each measure, and their 
psychometric properties evaluated. To determine whether sales assistants and supervisors 
differed with respect to any of the measures examined, and to confirm that the two 
populations should be investigated independently in the final stage of the research, a 
discriminant analysis was performed independently for each measure. Finally, based on 
the information provided by the pilot study, a second questionnaire was formulated (stage- 
three), which besides the job-specific stress measure, also included a measure of global 
stress (JSS), personality (EPQ), coping (WCS) psychosomatic health, job satisfaction, 
alcohol and cigarette consumption, job and personal demographic factors. 
The range of job and personal demographic variables (e. g., job role, age, marital status, 
length of service, size of store, location of store in the U. K., etc. ) and other variables 
measured (e. g., personality, coping, psychosomatic health, job satisfaction and health 
behaviours) ensured that the influence of these variables on job stressors could also be 
examined. 
(2) More specifically, the second part of this model attempts to examine the relationship 
between the different categories of job stressors and a number of other external variables 
with the following aims in mind: 
(i) to evaluate the discriminant power of the two job stress measures (job-specific and 
global stress measures) with respect to other external measures; 
(ii) to examine the influence of each of these external variables on the overall perception 
of job stress; and 
(iii) to define the contribution of each work stressor on overall job stress, psychosomatic 
health, job satisfaction, alcohol and cigarette consumption. 
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(3) The final aim of this study was to investigate the involvement of two individual 
differences (coping styles and neuroticism) in the stressor-strain relationship, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors. Specifically, this was an attempt to 
determine whether these individual variables acted as moderators/exacerbators of the 
stressor-strain relationship, or whether they had a direct effect on well-being 
(psychosomatic health and job satisfaction), regardless of the nature of the situation. The 
literature on coping and neuroticism is briefly reviewed in chapter 21 and 22, 
respectively. This is then followed by an investigation of these interactive versus additive 
effects. 
Initially, it was also considered that, given the subjectivity of the above measures, a more 
objective measure of stress be introduced. Typical measures which have been previously 
employed simultaneously with self-reports in determining psychological stress include 
reactions such as: cortisol secretion and salivary [K+] and [Na+] (Hinton, 1991, Hinton 
& Burton, 1992), catecholamines, non-specific electrodermal activity (frequency & 
magnitude), electromyographic (EMG) and some cardiovascular indices (e. g., pulse transit 
time and heart rate changes which relate to coping style) (Hinton, 1988). For reasons of 
cost and convenience, it was planned to measure [K+] and [Na+] levels in the saliva of 
sales assistants and supervisors during different days, while they were performing their 
diverse tasks. This physiological correlate of stress was also chosen, due to the fact that 
several studies have shown (cf. Christie, 1975), that the human organism seems to be in 
a state of stress when a transient hyperkalaemia follows a shift of [K+] from ICF 
(intracellular fluid) to ECF (extracellular fluid) in sympathetic arousal. Moreover, by 
comparing Friday and Monday mood scores in relation to [K+], she reports stable plasma 
[K+] on Monday as compared to Friday in a sample of office workers. However, this 
homeostatic equilibrium was not reported for high neuroticism workers. 
Although considerable preparation was undertaken for this aspect of the study, in the event 
due to the difficulties that arose out of collecting data during working hours, we were not' 
permitted to burden the sample with physiological measures, and we were restricted to 
self-reports. 
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Moreover, the researcher is aware that the transactional definition of stress also points to 
the following three processes: (1) "appraisal" or the meaning individuals give to 
demanding situations (Holroyd & Lazarus, 1982), which according to Folkman (1982) 
refers to what is at "stake", or as pointed out by Cox (1987b) asks the question "is this 
encounter stressful? "; (2) "secondary appraisal", which on the one hand, is concerned 
with "what can I do? " (Folkman, 1982) in an attempt to evaluate the available coping 
resources and strategies (Dewe et al., 1993); and (3) "coping", which is initiated in 
response to primary and secondary appraisal, with the emphasis on cognitive and 
behavioural efforts designed to manage environmental and internal demands (Holroyd & 
Lazarus, 1982). Finally, these three processes are highly interdependent and influence 
each other during any encounter (Folkman, 1984). Thus, the overall stress process, 
according to the transactional theorists, is a dynamic cognitive state which involves both 
feedback and feedforward loops (Cox, 1978). 
According to Pratt and Barling (1988), understanding how an individual appraises an event 
which has occurred, is as important as understanding the nature of the events themselves. 
Dewe et al. (1993), also pointed out that, by "identifying them (the three processes) as 
key elements of the stress process, shifts the focus of research to understanding what 
individuals actually think and do in a stressful encounter (Holroyd & Lazarus, 1982), 
which tends to balance out the more traditional moderator paradigm. Often this paradigm 
has been over-used in work-settings; the coping process has, on occasions, simply become 
the explanatory expedient of stressor-health relationship that cannot be easily understood 
(Dewe, 1989)". 
However, again due to the difficulties that arose out of collecting data during working 
hours, the researcher was forced to focus on the different components to the transaction 
rather than the transaction itself. Specifically, although in this study the stress process 
was investigated through both qualitative and quantitative approaches, which according to 
Bhagat and Beehr (1985) enriches descriptions of the stress process, the dynamic nature 
of the stress concept was not fully explored. Emphasis was however, placed on the 
meaning and nature of the encounter (i. e., subjects were asked not only to describe 
perceived stressful events, but also to explain why the situation was a problem to them, 
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the consequences of such events, how they managed such situations, and later intensity 
and frequency of each individual event was measured). 
When investigating coping, according to Dewe et al. (1993), one of the consequences of 
giving general instructions, may result in individuals being "prompted to think in terms 
of ongoing stressors and stresses. Thus, identifying a different set of coping strategies 
from those elicited when directed to think in terms of a particular episode (Newton, 
1989)". Unfortunately, constraints on staff availability dictated that time allowed for 
asking individuals how they coped with specific events, and hence, in the end coping 
styles as opposed to coping efforts were investigated. A related issue, with respect to 
coping scales such as the Ways of Coping Scales devised by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), 
is the difficulty in establishing internal reliability (Stone & Neale, 1984) and of 
interpreting such scales (Stone et al., 1991). This issue and many related others, are 
discussed throughout this report. 
One issue in particular that this study emphasizes, is that occupationally- specific measures 
of stress have the advantage of identifying specific stressors, and therefore offer greater 
predictive value, and capture the subtlety of different work practices. This is consistent 
with the beliefs of many researchers (e. g., Shaw and Riskind, 1983; Cooper & Rodens, 
1985; Newton & Keenan, 1985; Dewe, 1991a; 1991b; Dewe et al., 1993). However, the 
researcher is also aware that occupationally specific measures of stress, make cross- 
situational comparisons difficult (Folkman, 1982). 
Overall, the researcher recognises that there are several limitations to this research 
approach, and these are discussed throughout this study. Adding to those already 
discussed, two other major limitations include the fact that there are a number of variables 
that are important in the stress process, which were not included in this study. Secondly, 
the researcher also recognizes that one cannot establish causality with cross-sectional data, 
and that the explicit causal assumptions made are open to dispute. 
Nevertheless, the researcher feels that this general stress framework, although inevitably 
somewhat rudimentary, may provide some information on the following issues: that is, 
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(i) on the major job stressors of a population not previously examined; (ii) on the further 
understanding of the relationship of the many variables investigated; (iii) on the 
advantages in using a specific as opposed to a global stress measure; and (iv) on the 
attempts to provide the stress literature with a measure of stress with relatively novel 
features. 
In summary, the conceptual model that guides our analysis and interpretation of the data, 
attempts to address the following questions: 
(1) What are the major stressful situations which being a retail sales assistant and 
supervisor entail? 
(2) Do sales assistants and supervisors differ with respect to perceived job stressors, 
coping methods, personality, well-being (psychosomatic health and job satisfaction) and 
health behaviours (alcohol and cigarette smoking)? 
(3) What are the relationships between these job stressors, coping styles, personality 
(EPQ-R) and well-being? 
(4) Do these dispositional variables and well-being influence their overall perception of 
job stress? 
(5) Do these job stressors influence the well-being of sales assistants and supervisors; and 
which group of subjects appears to suffer the greatest detrimental effects? 
(6) To what extent are the effects of coping styles and neuroticism additive and 
independent versus interactive? That is, which coping styles or preferred ways of coping 
moderate the relationship between a job stressor and an outcome variable (psychosomatic 
complaints and job dissatisfaction), and does neuroticism have an exacerbating/ enhancing 
effect on this relationship or a direct or independent effect on well-being? 
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3.0 QUALITATIVE STUDY: 
GROUP DISCUSSIONS 
& 
INTERVIEWS 
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3.1 GROUP DISCUSSIONS 
Group discussions were the first means of data collection. It was reasoned that they 
would provide a great deal of qualitative information relating to perceived sources of 
stress in the organisation, home and social situations with respect to work, their emotional 
and behavioural responses to it and their coping strategies. 
Group discussions also allow the researcher to observe interactive communication over a 
range of topics, and specifically how individuals react to others disagreeing with their 
views. Moreover, individual's embarrassment over certain issues may be reduced when 
they can identify with others in the group and hear them being open and frank (Hoinville 
& Jowell, 1978). 
It was further considered that, in addition to providing information of use in the 
structuring of individual interviews, the dynamics within a group would facilitate the 
expression of, and cover a great variety of views. Given the logistical difficulties 
presented by the disruption of organisational routine by interviewing the same number of 
subjects individually (No. = 44 x 1.5 hours), group work was more likely to be accepted 
by the company. 
Finally, whilst not completely "unstructured", group discussions allow the individuals 
most directly involved to define and identify the issues of importance, rather than the 
researcher imposing an artificial (and perhaps misguided) framework on the data 
collection. 
3.1.1 SAMPLE 
The job description of sales assistants and supervisors covers a wide range of tasks which 
vary according to status and responsibility. A short exercise was undertaken, whereby 
the researcher spent a day in one of the company stores, familiarising herself with the 
different tasks, status and responsibilities of sales assistants and supervisors, as well as 
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talking to management and looking through management statute literature, to become 
conversant with the parameters for each sub-group to be employed in the study. A brief 
summary of the roles and duties of the two categories follows. 
Sales Assistants 
In general, sales assistants can either be Full-Time (F-T), Part-Time (P-T), Preparation, 
One Function, Temporary or Seasonal, or have a second training or skill. A Preparation 
sales assistants is usually a shelf filler who works at least part of their hours when the 
store is trading. A One Function sales assistant is usually a till operator. A Temporary 
or Seasonal sales assistant is usually a student who only works for a fixed period of time, 
such as Summer and Christmas holidays, but who may after the holidays continue to work 
P-T. That is Saturdays, half days and/or late nights. A sales assistant with a second skill, 
could either be P-T or F-T, however, in addition to their main job they can also be trained 
as a relief deputy supervisor, office assistant, catering assistant, stockroom assistant, first 
aid, display, etc.. 
According to the company literature, briefly, a sales assitant main duties are the 
following: 
"Being friendly and polite when helping and advising customers. 
Serving Customers at the till point. 
Being Knowledgeable about the merchandise in your department. 
Controlling stock, pricing and maintaining displays. 
Counting stock and other clerical work. 
Cleaning. 
Controlling shrinkage, i. e. the loss of money and merchandise from the store. " 
In addition, a sales assistant are expected to undertake specific duties which are dependent 
on whether they are allocated in "Clothing and/or Homeware", or "Foods", or 
"Warehouse and Stockroom". Given that we are only interested in sales assistants who's 
main function are to deal with customers, details of such duties will only be reported for 
Clothing and Homeware sales assistants and Food sales assistants (Appendix I. a). 
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According to the retail managers' definition, a sales assistants role is: 
to help run the store effectively. This entails: serving customers and 
maintaining good relations with the public, by answering queries they may 
have. They must know the merchandise, and make sure displays are fully 
stocked. They need to be flexible enough to work anywhere in the store. 
Know the merchandize quickly even in completely new product areas, and 
understand the store system. They must have bright and confident 
personalities to approach and talk to customers. 
they work 5 days a week with alternative Saturday's free. 
Training: 
"Their initial training comprises of 6 weeks on the job. They are 
introduced to the store, merchandize, systems and procedures for handling 
stock and cash. This entails: (1) keeping sections of the store filled with 
stock; (2) ordering the right quantities of stock and at the right time; (3) 
carrying out the correct sales procedures; (4) counting and recording stock; 
and (5) helping customers. " 
after initial training: 
"They have regular training sessions, which cover various aspects of their 
job, and helps to keep them up with changes in the stores. " 
Preparation for Promotion: 
"They attend Regional Group Meetings & Residential Courses. " 
Career Progression: 
"is on merit. Further training will then be given in store room, office and 
catering unit. Leading to (1) Deputy Supervisor, (2) Departmental 
Supervisor. " 
Supervisors 
A supervisor falls into the following three group categories: (1) Deputy; (2) Trainee; and 
Full or Departmental Supervisor. 
According to the company's literature and management specification a supervisors' job 
is briefly: 
"To share the responsibility with the management team of a store in its 
efficient and profitable operation. In sharing this responsibility, the 
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supervisor is accountable for the operation of a particular section of the 
store. " 
"The three fundamental areas of the Supervisors' job are: 
(1) STOCK 
The knowledge and efficient use of the stock is a key area of the 
Supervisors' job. The control of stock both on and off the floor, and 
through administrative systems, makes a vital contribution to the 
profitability of the store. The Supervisor must be constantly aware of the 
need to maximise sales and minimise losses. 
(2) SPACE 
The efficient use of selling space is a major part of the Supervisors' job. 
He/she must take decisions regarding the correct use of footage, and the 
control of the department's catalogue. The Supervisor must maintain high 
standards of display on the section. 
(3) PEOPLE 
Courteous service to the customer should be a priority for the whole team. 
The supervisor is responsible for the work done on the section. He/she 
must ensure that efficient communication both on the section, and with 
management takes place. The Supervisor is responsible for the correct 
allocation of work, taking account of people's strengths and abilities. 
He/she has a responsibility to plan training; and to develop the individual's 
skills. " 
Training: 
"a supervisor may be under training for the duration of one and a half to 
two years, depending on vacancies. During the first week of training the 
trainee supervisor spends some time studying the job of a supervisor. 
He/she is introduced by a Guide to the basic principles of the job, which 
include administration, organisation and control of staff. During the 
following 46 weeks, the trainee supervisor is expected to know the basic 
principles of the job and to take responsibility for the Department without 
a Guide. The store manager is expected to encourage the trainee 
supervisor to set him/herself realistic and achievable objectives or targets 
for the remaining period of training. In particular during the period of 
responsibility training, which lasts 18 weeks. " 
Appraisal System: 
"Throughout training and after appointment as a Departmental Supervisor, 
progress is monitored by the Store Management, who will complete a 
formal appraisal at the end of training. The complete appraisal form is 
given to the supervisor to study over night, prior to an appraisal interview, 
in which the supervisor is asked to participate in a two-way constructive 
discussion. Once the supervisor has agreed with the summary of the 
discussion, he/she is asked to sign the appraisal form. The signature does 
not necessarily indicate approval of the report, only that he/she has read 
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it, discussed it with the management team and that the summary is a true 
reflection of what was discussed. Afterwards a copy of the appraisal is 
given to the supervisor and another is forwarded to the Divisional ice 
if required. The Management team have the discretion to write an 
appraisal report on the employee at any time. This usually takes place if 
their performance changes sifnificantly or gives cause for concern. " 
Sales assistants are also supposed to be appraised regularly. However, they are usually 
appraised by their supervisors. 
In the Appendix I. b, a more detailed summary of the supervisors' duties and training 
procedures are illustrated; like sales assistants their duties are also slightly dependent on 
the type of department they are responsible for. 
Six Group Discussions 
The data was collected from the following six group discussions, which were thought 
sufficient to allow for comparisons not forseen as important at the planning stage: 
(1) F-T sales assistants; 
(2) P-T sales assistants; 
(3) P-T & F-T sales assistants with a second skill; 
(4) Preparation, Seasonal and One Function sales assistants; 
(5) Full/Departmental supervisors and Trainee Supervisors; and 
(6) Deputy supervisors. 
Each group was selected "at random" by management and consisted of 6 to 7 individuals, 
men and women of different ages who had worked for the organisation, for not less than 
six months. A total of 44 individuals participated in these group discussions. 
Given that this study proposed only to investigate those individuals whose role comes 
within the sales assistant's job description, whose most important role according to 
management is to sell merchandize, staff that worked in the General Office, Stockroom, 
Display, Warehouse and Catering Units were excluded, (unless, they were operating in 
the role of "second skill" to their primary role as sales assistants). 
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The last two groups (Full Supervisors/ Trainees & Deputy Supervisors), were included 
in the data collection as a comparative sample, since like sales assistants they too are in 
continuous contact with customers. 
3.1.2 PROCEDURE 
The Personnel Managers of a number of stores in the London area and suburbs were 
contacted by the Health Services of the organisation, and then personally by the 
researcher. Only four stores out of seven agreed to collaborate with the study 
(Kensington, Aldershot, Kingston and Brent Cross). The original number of stores 
contacted by the Health Services was not known since this was not divulged to the 
researcher. However, it was apparent to the researcher that many refused, since the 
group discussions were to be held before the Christmas period when the stores are busy 
and many were short staffed. Following their agreed collaboration, a day was arranged 
in which the group discussions could be held. 
Sales assistants and supervisors were approached at each store by their Personnel 
Manager/ess, who briefed them with an outline of the general research aims (see appendix 
II), as to the purpose of the meeting, and asked for volunteers. Prospective volunteers 
were also briefed by the researcher and assured confidentiality by letter and again at the 
first meeting. 
Each group discussion lasted approximately 90 minutes and was conducted in a private 
room within the store, where refreshments were also served. After acquiring permission 
from each group, the six group discussions were recorded by audiotape. 
Each group discussion covered the following broad areas: 
(1) Perceived potential sources of stress at work; 
(2) Perceived potential sources of stress at home and in social situations related to work; 
(3) Emotional, physical and behavioural manifestations of work stress; 
(4) Coping strategies; and 
(5) Job descriptions. 
The proceedings of the six group discussions were then transcribed from the audiotapes. 
59 
3.1.3 RESULTS & ANALYSIS/ 
ITEM DEVELOPMENT 
A Content Analysis was used as the "diagnostic tool" of choice for this qualitative data. 
The overall purpose of the content analysis was to extract phrases representative of the 
perceived sources of stress in the workplace, at home, and in social situations related to 
work, their emotional and behavioural responses to it and their coping strategies, as 
perceived by sales assistants and supervisors. 
In order to convert the raw material into item categories for the development of the 
questionnaire, the verbatim quotations provided by the transcripts were re-written onto 
separate cards and subjected to scrutiny, to see if any regularities occurred. More 
specifically, situations reported by the subjects, which conveyed the same meaning were 
grouped and compressed into a single more general statement. This procedure was 
undertaken twice to eliminate repetitive statements or situations, and at the same time 
reduce their number. 
Thus, coding of transcripts for both group discussions and later for the interviews, 
involved the following steps: 
(1) Identification and listing of statements onto separate cards; 
(2) Reduction of items into more general statements; 
(3) Classification of statements into categories by two independent judges; 
(4) Further reduction of items within each category into more general 
statements. 
By step four, a total of 137 situations had been identified as potential sources of job 
stress, from over 500 situations described in step one. These 137 potential job stressful 
situations were later included in the pilot study for a checklist of job stressors. 
The classification of items into categories at step three, produced seven general categories 
and 18 sub-categories of potential job stressors. This categorisation was undertaken on 
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the basis of theoretical frameworks provided by the literature. A brief discussion of these 
categories is provided below. 
Percentage agreement on item category by two independent judges for the transcripts, for 
both group discussions and interviews equalled: 
Kappa = (aii/aij) x 100 = (236/237) x 100 = 86.45 % 
This score indicates a high percentage of agreement with respect to item constructs. 
Potential Sources of Work Stress 
General Categories: Sub-categories: 
(1) Career Opportunities. 
(2) Job Characteristics: 
(3) Work-Load: 
(4) Role Conflict and Ambiguity (at work): 
(5) Work and Home Conflict. 
(6) Interpersonal Relations with: 
(7) Environmental Factors. 
Skill Variety; 
Task Identity; 
Task Significance; 
Autonomy; 
Feedback; 
Work-Overload; 
Work-Underload; 
related to Customers; 
related to Superiors; 
related to Subordinates; 
related to Organisational expectations; 
in general; 
Customers; 
Colleagues; 
Subordinates; 
Superiors (Attitudes); 
Superiors (Behaviour); 
Organisational Structure and Climate; 
A brief outline of the rationale for these categorisations follows: 
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Career Opportunities: 
One group of items to emerged from the transcripts seem to best describe situations that 
refer to lack of opportunities for career progression or development. Many sales 
assistants and supervisors were recorded as saying, for example: 
"1 often get upset by the lack of opportunities... vacancies... lack of 
promotion prospects in this job... inequalities in the career process... lack 
of continuous assessment for promotion... attitudes of superiors who are 
responsible for promotion. " 
Davidson and Cooper (1981) labelled this category of potential job stressors as "Career 
Development", and according to Cooper and Marshall (1976) and Sutherland and Cooper 
(1988) it should include such stressors as "overpromotion, underpromotion, status 
incongruence, lack of job security, and thwarted ambition". Although, in this study 
subjects did not refer to all the above concepts, some of the events described may be 
related to feelings of, for example, underpromotion, job insecurity, status incongruence, 
etc. During the group discussions, subjects did report that some of the frustrations with 
the lack of career opportunities in the job was the need for change, challenge, stimulation, 
recognition of skills and a better salary. This potential job stressor has been found to be 
associated with perceived psychological stress and several stress-related outcomes. For 
example, Erickson, Pugh and Gunderson (1972, cited in Davidson & Cooper, 1981) found 
in a large sample of Navy employees, that the degree to which there is "job advancement" 
(including pay grade advancement) or "status congruency", to be positively associated 
with military effectiveness and negatively associated with incidence of psychiatric 
disorders. In terms of pay, later Otway and Misenta (1980) suggested that large increases 
in workers' pay might result in employees remaining in jobs which no longer give them 
satisfaction. This finding seems to be consistent with what subjects tended to report. 
That is, they were often reported as saying: 
"... sometimes I find it really difficult to get up in the morning to come to 
work. There is no challenge or simulation in this job, everyday is the 
same. I wouldn't mind so much if they gave me more responsibility or 
perhaps if there were to promote me. But very few people get promoted in 
this job, there aren't that many vancancies, even if you are prepared to 
move to another store. They prefer to employ inexperienced graduates for 
management, and they are training fewer supervisors. I've been looking 
for other jobs but the pay is even worse than here and there aren't that 
many jobs that I can do these days. I can't afford to leave or change job. " 
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Sutherland and Cooper (1988) also pointed out that "career" as a concept, when employed 
to refer to blue-collar occupations is controversial. However, they also point out that, the 
term "blue-collar workers" define a variety of occupations and levels of skills (ie. ranging 
from unskilled manual workers to highly skilled craftsmen and operatives), and "career 
development" is therefore, often applied to all levels of blue-collar workers, to refer to 
"job activities pursued over time". Moreover, they also point out that this potential job- 
related stressor seems to be associated with the "need for change" or of "lack of 
opportunities for promotion". 
Opportunities for promotion may be restricted and competitive in current times of 
economic depression, when cutbacks and personnel reduction measures are introduced. 
According to Sutherland and Cooper (1988), individuals will experience a "state of 
incongruency", when their career is not matching their expectations. This, they go on to 
argue, may have deleterious consequences for both the individual and organisation. For 
example, they point out that disruptive behaviour, poor morale and poor interpersonal 
relationships have been found to be associated with the stress of perceived disparity 
between actual status within the organisation and that expected. Moreover, "lack of 
promotion prospects" may act as a potential source of job stress for the individual who 
has successfully mastered a job, but lacks recognition in the form of advancement. 
Finally, they point out that lack of stimulation and challenge, and the inability to develop 
new skills, may also add to the stress of being passed over for promotion. 
Job Characteristics: 
Another group of items that emerged from the transcripts were a group of potential job- 
related stressful situations that seemed to fit well within Hackman's and Lawler's (1971) 
proposed "four core dimensions of job characteristics", (i. e. skill variety, autonomy, task 
identity and feedback). This group was hence labelled "Job Characteristics". 
Considerable research has explored relationships between job characteristics and 
employees reaction to their job. However, except for only a few studies (eg., Dubinsky 
& Skinner, 1984; & Teas, 1981,1982,1983), these have been primarily in non-retail 
settings. Moreover, very few have attempted to investigate the relationship between 
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perceived work stress and perceived job characteristics. Those that have have considered 
it only briefly, or as a secondary topic. 
In an attempt to investigate this relationship, it was decided to categorise those group of 
items that fitted within Hackman's definition as potential job stressors due to job 
characteristics. 
These items were thus defined according to Hackman and Lawler's (1971) and Dubinsky 
& Skinner's (1984) definition of the four core dimensions, which are the basic 
characteristics of the job: 
VARIETY 
"refers to the degree that a job requires an employee to perform a wide 
range of operations and activities and to use a variety of procedures in 
his/her work. The more varied the operations, activities, and procedures 
as perceived by the retail sales person, the greater the perceived level of 
variety. " 
The majority of sales assistants and supervisors perceived their job to be repetitive and 
lacking in opportunities to use several different skills and talents. For example, several 
individuals were recorded as saying: 
"I feel frustrated for having to do pretty much the same thing over and over 
again... It is very frustating to go to work some days, knowing that there 
will be little opportunity for you to exercise your skills. Everyday is the 
same thing, same equipment and procedures... " 
AUTONOMY 
"refers to the degree to which an employee has a major say in scheduling 
the work and determining the procedures with which to carry out his/hers 
work assignments. The more job discretion the retail sales person 
perceives, the higher the perceived level of autonomy. " 
A large number of supervisors and in particular sales assistants, felt that they had little 
say in determining the procedures with which to carry out their assignments. For example 
several individuals were recorded as saying: 
"It upsets me that I am not given the chance to use my personal initiative 
in carrying out my work. I resent the time spent waiting for a supervisor 
to deal with a query I could deal with myself... the nature of my job means 
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I have little control over the work I do. I resent the fact that superiors and 
customers constantly interrupt the flow of my work ..... I feel pressured when I am not left alone to do my work... " 
TASK IDENTITY 
"denotes the degree to which an employee does an entire or whole piece of 
work and can clearly identify the results of his/her efforts. For example, 
a retail sales person responsible for an entire sale from the initial point of 
contact with the customer through postsale service (such as assisting the 
customer with a final fitting of a wedding dress), would perceive a greater 
level of task identity than would a sales person responsible for only part of 
the sale. " 
Sales assistants and supervisors in this company are seldom responsible for an entire sale. 
Mainly because the stores are designed to be of the "self-service" type, and also because 
of the many other tasks a sales assistant and supervisor have to attend to, they often report 
lack of time to help customers. For example, many were recorded as saying: 
"The nature of my job sometimes leaves me with feelings of little 
accomplishment ... It is not always possible to satisfy customers, there isn't 
enough time in a day or staff to attend to all the tasks. " 
FEEDBACK 
is the degree to which an employee receives information while working 
regarding how well he/she is performing. Feedback may be inherent in the 
job or provided from outside sources, such as management, fellow 
employees, and customers. The more information provided to a retail sales 
person concerning his/her job performance, the higher the level of 
perceived feedback. " 
Many sales assistants and supervisors perceived very little feedback on their job. Many 
were for example, recorded as saying: 
"I feel annoyed for having to work for long stretches without any feedback 
on how well or badly I'm doing in my job... I resent the fact that only 
those who need some improvement in their work get often appraised... I 
resent having to make it my own business to know how much my section is 
taking. " 
A fifth core dimension that also emerged from the transcripts, was "Task Significance". 
Although Dubinsky et al did not include this dimension in their study, according to 
Hackman et al., it refers to: 
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TASK SIGNIFICANCE 
"the degree to which the job provides substantial impact on the lives or 
work of other people whether in the immediate organisation or in the 
external environment ". 
That is, the greater the impact the job is believed to have on other people, the higher the 
level of perceived Task Significance. Sales assistants and supervisors in general reported 
low levels of perceived Task Significance. For example, several individuals were reported 
as saying: 
"Management do not appreciate our efforts ... Customers do not regard our jobs as important to society as other jobs.... The public in general do not 
respect or appreciate our jobs and talk down to us, they think we stand 
around all day and do nothing.. . Many are unpolite when they ask for help, because we are wearing this uniform... " 
Previous research on job characteristics as identified by Hackman and Oldham (1975) 
suggest an association with individual well-being (eg., Wall, Clegg & Jackson 1978; Wall, 
Corbett, Martin, Clegg & Jackson, 1990) and job satisfaction (Coher et al., 1985) in non- 
retail settings. Significant zero-order correlations have also been reported between the 
three dimensions of burnout (ie. emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and a lack of 
performance accomplishments) and job characteristics (e. g. Maslach & Jackson, 1981). 
More recently a study by Kelloway and Barling (1991) on hospital employees found that 
the perception of job characteristics predicts "job-related affective well-being" (ie. work 
satisfaction, emotional exhaustion, and depersonalization) and "subjective competence" (ie. 
personal accomplishments at work). In turn, job related mental health mediated the 
effects of job characteristics on "context-free mental health, measured by the General 
Health Questionnaire. 
In a retail sales setting, Dubinsky and Skinner (1984) found that overall job satisfaction 
is higher when perceived task variety is also high, and when task identity, role conflict 
and ambiguity are lower. Although, the negative relationship between task identity and 
job satisfaction is not consistent with previous findings (e. g. Teas, 1981), they concluded 
that perhaps subjects in this department store, in terms of job satisfaction, preferred to 
execute only part of the job or task, rather than execute it from beginning to end. In 
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addition, they found that retail sales persons experienced a lower level of role conflict 
when they have higher levels of autonomy and feedback. Although, these results are not 
consistent with Teas (1983) findings of a positive relationship between autonomy and role 
conflict and no relationship between feedback and role conflict in industrial sales people, 
they appear to be consistent with the findings of Dubinsky and Borys (1981) in retail sales 
persons. As such they concluded that: "Perhaps an inverse association was obtained in 
the present study because retail salespeople view close supervision and strict company 
policies (that is, low autonomy) as being obstacles to resolving job conflicts successfully. 
Thus, such constraints may reduce salesperson's flexibility to meet diverse role 
expectations and may result in greater role conflict... retail salespeople seem to require 
information regarding their job performance as a means to resolving role conflict". 
In addition, they also found that retail sales persons experience a decreased level of role 
ambiguity when they have higher levels of autonomy and task identity. Although these 
findings were also not consistent with previous industrial sales research, they argue that 
they are consistent with other organisational research studies in management, that suggest 
that autonomy gives an individual opportunity to reduce job ambiguities, and conclude by 
saying that: "... autonomy provides retail salespeople discretion in their job; this job 
latitude appears to allow sales personnel to resolve their role ambiguity partially through 
the "power" they have in their job. The negative relationship between task identity and 
role ambiguity suggests that retail salespersons' role ambiguity can be reduced to the 
extent that they are able to perform an entire piece of work. " 
Dubinsky & Skinner (1984) also found that high levels of work motivation in retail 
salespersons, was associated with high levels of perceived variety, task identity and low 
levels of role ambiguity; increased job performance (measured as year-to-date sales) was 
found to be associated with high levels of perceived autonomy and low levels of role 
ambiguity; finally, they suggested that organizational commitment in retail sales persons, 
can be enhanced by increasing the overall job satisfaction, which is directly influenced by 
task variety, task identity, role conflict and ambiguity. 
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Lack of autonomy, often referred as lack of authority or control in the job, and lack of 
feedback and job variety have been classified as potential stressors or sources of job stress 
(eg. Sutherland & Cooper, 1988). However, these results appear to also indicate that, 
lack of job characteristics as defined by Hackman and Oldham's model and Dubinsky and 
Skinner study, may also contribute to the perception of increased job stress, and other 
stress-related outcomes. 
Work-Load 
According to Sutherland and Cooper (1988) Workload refers to "task factors intrinsic to 
the job". Two distinct sub-categories emerged from the content analysis (ie. Work- 
Underload and Work-Overload), which have often been acknowledged as potential 
stressors in the occupational stress literature. Embedded within these two sub-categories, 
six types of Workload also appear to be present: 
(1) There appears to be "quantitative work-overload". That is, difficulties of having "too 
much to do in a given time", either because of staff shortages, interruptions by customers 
or superiors, for having spent time doing other jobs that are not part of their job role (eg. 
helping supervisors; helping/training inexperience/unskilled co-workers) or for having 
spent too much time attending to customers or a particular customer; 
(2) Because of the volume of the work, there appears to be difficulties related to setting 
priorities or "maintaining the expected high standards"; 
(3) Because of the nature of the job, work-overload also appears to be related to other 
demands of the job, such as "working long hours during holidays seasons", "working 
Saturdays", "working long hours without a break", "working extra hours after the store 
closes"; 
(4) There may also be "qualitative work-overload". That is, work is perceived as "being 
increasingly more demanding"; 
(5) There appears to be also "qualitative and quantitative work-underload". That is, 
"having too little responsibility in the job", "feeling bored with the work", and "having 
to work on the cash till for longer than three hours"; 
(6) Finally, there also appears to be work-overload due to "too much responsibility". 
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Although, workload dimensions have not yet been established factorially (Dewe, 1985), 
both work-overload and work-underload, have been discussed in the literature as 
"quantitatively" (ie. having too much to do or too little) and "qualitatively" (ie. job/task 
being too difficult or the job/task does not require the worker to utilize his/her skills or 
potential, eg., French & Caplan, 1973). 
However, several studies reported by Sutherland and Cooper (1988), have shown 
significant associations between quantitative and qualitative overload/underload with 
maladaptive behaviours and ill-health. For example, quantitative overload has been found 
to be related to stress-related symptoms, such as poor motivation, low self-eteem, 
absenteeism, escapist drinking and an absence of suggestions to employers (Margolis et 
al., 1974), and with blue-collar workers ill-health, when they are unable to control the 
"workpace" (Frankenhaeuser & Johansson, 1986). 
According to Sutherland & Cooper (1988), blue-collar occupations are often characterized 
by lack of stimulation, under-utilization of skill and boredom (ie. quantitative underload). 
This has been linked with inattentiveness, increased anxiety, depression and job 
dissatisfaction. 
Qualitative overload has been related to low self-esteem, but only in white-collar 
occupations (French et al., 1965). However, Sutherland and Cooper (1988) maintain that, 
blue-collar workers may perceive qualitative workload as a stressor when for example, 
workers are promoted to a supervisory position based on reliable work performance, but 
lack the experience or the necessary skills to delegate others, or take disciplinary action 
action against previous co-workers. 
This seems to be consistent with some points raised by these sales assistants. That is, they 
reported a certain amount of conflict when they were asked to act as supervisors, (ie. 
whenever there were short of supervisors, either because supervision was their second 
skill or on the basis of experience and/or reliable job performance) which appear to be 
related to trying to maintain discipline among co-workers. However, a number of sales 
assistants view themselves as more capable of doing a supervisors job than some of these 
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supervisors (a not uncommon occurence! ). In addition, sales assistants often reported 
helping supervisors with their work because of supervisors lack of experience or skills to 
do the job. On the other hand, supervisors also reported asking sales assistants to help 
them with their work, but more often complainded about having to do many of the sales 
assistants' jobs, either because of lack of staff or because they felt it would be quicker 
than having to call a sales assistant (the "bosses" complain about the "workers "... and the 
"workers" complain about the "bosses"! ). 
Sutherland and Cooper (1988) also pointed out that rapidly changing work environments 
and the introduction of new technology may: "... expose supervisors to conflict and the 
experience of qualitative overload, threaten the subordinate with overload, because 
supervision is perceived as inadequate, and ultimately adversely affect the quality of 
relationships in the workplace. " 
Whereas, qualitative overload has also been found to be related to job dissatisfaction and 
tension, qualitative underload has been found to be associated with job dissatisfaction, 
depression, irritation and psychosomatic complaints (Sutherland & Cooper, 1988). 
In their review of sources of work stressors, these authors also point out that the 
experience of either or both quantitative and qualitative overload, may result in the "need" 
for the individual to work longer hours or overtime. This argument seems to be 
consistent with the long hours of work reported by the respondents. However, the need 
or pressure to work long hours, seems to be related to the nature of the job (ie. opening 
times), and it is surely also related to the organisational culture, rather than individual 
needs per se. Thus, the association between this perceived stressor and the experience of 
stress and ill-health reported by these authors, may be even more pronounced for this 
population. Alternatively, as also argued by Sutherland and Cooper, given the complex 
associations between perceived stress and workload, blue-collar workers may report job 
dissatisfaction with the job, but may not display stress-related responses, because the work 
is seen purely as instrumental. 
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Responsibility 
This concept has been described by Sutherland & Cooper (1988) as a "potential stressor 
associated with one's role in the organization". In addition, they distinguish between 
"responsibility for people" and "responsibility for things", and refer to the former as being 
more likely to be associated with cardiovascular disease. 
When respondents in our sample reported "having too much responsibility" (ie. 
supervisors) and "too little reponsibility" (ie. sales assistants) this appeared to to have 
been explained in terms of work-overload for supervisors and in terms of work-underload 
and perhaps also as lack of autonomy for sales assistants. Hence, both events were 
categorized under work-overload and work-underload, respectively. However, Sutherland 
& Cooper (1988) only acknowledge and define "lack of responsibility" as a workload 
stressor if the individual perceives this as work-underload, but do not define "too much 
responsibility" in the same light. 
On the other hand, supervisors believe that increased responsibility may also be related 
to their role in the organization, given that they are responsible for the people in their 
department (ie. sales assistants, deputies and trainee supervisors, as well as the customers) 
and for the department. Their role as "mother-earth counsellor" or "mother-earth figure" 
as described by Davidson (1986), appears to be consistent with supervisors reports. That 
is, supervisors often reported feeling responsible and obliged to solve subordinate work- 
related problems as well as personal problems. 
Davidson (1986) found that the "mother-earth counsellor role" was the most common 
"role imposition" reported by female supervisors in her non-retail sample. Perhaps this 
also applies to retail settings, given that as Davidson reports, female supervisors and 
managers have been found to be more likely than men to succumb to certain stereotyped 
sex role (eg. mother, seductress, pet). However, Davidson (1986) also points out that : 
"... because this mother role requires the female to be passive, nurturant and non-critical, 
it can sometimes preclude effective job performance, and it can be both time consuming 
and exhausting". 
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Role Conflict & Ambiguity: 
Two other categories that also emerged and which perhaps require to be further clarified 
with respect to sales persons, are "Role Conflict" and "Ambiguity". Statements were 
allocated to these categories according to Dubinsky and Skinner's (1984) definition: 
ROLE CONFLICT 
"occurs when a person experiences incompatible job demands or 
expectations from his/her role-set members (customers, management, peers) 
that cannot be satisfied simultaneously. For example, if customers demand 
considerable service from the sales person, but management wants the 
employee to minimise time spent with customers in order to attend to other 
tasks (arranging shelves, setting up displays), the sales person experiences 
conflict; that is, the demands of his/her role-set are incompatible and 
cannot be met concurrently. " 
Many sales assistants and supervisors reported high levels of role conflict with respect to 
customers, superiors and peers. For example, many were recorded as saying: 
"I feel annoyed for having to treat customers as "always right" when they 
are in the wrong... I feel annoyed when some superiors are inconsistent in 
what they tell you... I feel frustrated for being expected to keep the high 
standards and not having enough time to do so... for not being allowed to 
spend more time with customers... I resent being put in a supervisory 
position and being expected to do the same jobs as other sales assistants". 
ROLE AMBIGUITY 
"occurs when the individual has inadequate knowledge or information with 
which to perform the job. " 
Several sales assistants and supervisors also reported some high levels of role ambiguity 
in their jobs, for example: 
"I feel annoyed about the fact that some management policies or 
expectations seem to differ from those of supervisors.. When dealing with 
customers, 1 feel terrible when a superior contradicts me regarding 
company policies... 1 find it difficult to decide whether to use my initiative 
or to ask a supervisor... 1 find it difficult to cope with the uncertainty of the 
job. " 
Subjects responses with respect to these two categories, also appear to be consistent with 
Dubinsky and Skinner (1984) suggestions that retail sales persons are perhaps more likely 
to experience role conflict and ambiguity, because they are in a "boundary-spanning role". 
That is, they not only interact with members of the organization but also with customers. 
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Thus they are more likely to experience incompatible job demands or expectations from 
customers, superiors and co-workers. 
Dubinsky & Mattson (1979), also suggested that retail sales persons are also likely to 
experience role ambiguity because of poor training and lack of close supervision. 
Work and Home Conflict: 
According to Sutherland and Cooper (1988) "organisational stress cannot be fully 
understood unless reference is made to extra-organisational demands". That is, personal 
events outside work may interact with work events to increase the perception of 
occupational stressors, decrease individual's performance, efficiency and adjustment to 
work (Bhagat, 1983). 
Financial difficulties, conflicts between company and personal beliefs, and conflicts 
between company and family demands have been suggested to have a negative impact on 
the individual at work, in the same way that perceive stress at work may have an effect 
on the family and personal life (Sutherland & Cooper, 1988). On the other hand, the 
family, relatives and friends may act as a social support system, in the form of a "buffer" 
against occupational stress-related symptoms (House, 1981). However, not all research 
studies have reported this buffering effect, and others have found that only contacts with 
friends, neighbours and with leisure or religious groups buffered stress, integration at 
work or with kin, exarcebated the negative effects of stress (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991). 
There is also evidence suggesting that people may not always interpret the support they 
receive as support (Lieberman, 1986). Sutherland and Cooper (1988) have nevertheless 
suggested, that satisfaction at work may also help individuals to cope, or compensate for 
stressful personal life events. 
Surtherland and Cooper (1988) also report that a large number of studies have 
demonstrated that blue-collar workers face significant more home and social related 
stressors than white-collar workers, in particular because of financial constraints. In 
addition, other studies have indicated that in both blue- and white-collar workers, females 
experience significantly more home and work conflicts than males. For example, 
73 
Davidson and Cooper (1983) found that woman managers experienced more pressure than 
their male counterparts in respect of "career and spouse/partner conflicts", "career/home 
conflicts", and career and marriage/child bearing conflicts". 
Our sample of sales assistants and supervisors was predominantly female. This was not 
surprising, given that females still tend to be in the majority in the service industries and 
personal service. According to Cox, Cox and Stevenson (1984), women account for 
75.6% in this type of employment. In the U. S., according to Messite and Welch (1987), 
the labour force of women of 16 years of age and over rose from 29% in 1950 to 44% 
in 1984, and although the Department of Labor in the U. S. predicted that by 1990 this 
number would rise by 60%, they found that in 1985 a large majority of women's work 
was still bounded by tradition (eg. women sales workers still accounted for 48.1 % of all 
workers that are women). However, potential home/work conflict stressors that emerged 
from this sample of retail personnel were surprisingly small. Perhaps individual's felt less 
willing to discuss in more detail these conflicts in a group or with a stranger during 
interviews. 
The main potential home and social/work conflicts that emerged appeared to be related 
to: (1) conflicting responsibilities of running a home and having a social life and working, 
(eg. the job reduces the amount of time spent at home, with family or friends); (2) lack 
of emotional and/or domestic support at home (eg. the partner/family do not understand 
the demands the job makes). 
Interpersonal Relations: 
Poor relationships at work have been found to be associated with job stress, role 
ambiguity and job dissatisfaction (Davidson, 1986), whereas good relationships at work, 
which includes supportive social relationships with co-workers, superiors and 
subordinates, have been related to decreased levels of perceived work stress and better 
health (Sutherland and Cooper, 1986). 
Sutherland and Cooper (1988) define poor relationships at work as having "low trust, low 
levels of supportiveness, and low interest in problem solving within the organisation". 
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They also argue that increased mistrust is related to increased role ambiguity, which may 
leads to poor interpersonal communications, job dissatisfaction, decrease well-being and 
feelings of being threatened by ones superiors and colleagues. However, they point out 
that organisations tend to regard relationships at work as "trivial, time-consuming and an 
impediment to performing well in the job". 
A large number of sales assistants and supervisors reported interpersonal difficulties with 
customers, colleagues and in particular with superiors, which appear to be consistent with 
Sutherland and Cooper's definition of poor relationships at work. For example, with 
respect to Interpersonal Relationships at work, many individuals were recorded as saying: 
"It is upsetting to deal with intimidating, forceful or rude customers... I 
find it difficult to work at the Customers Service Desk, because of too many 
customers' complaints... I feel unhappy about the lack of trust and respect 
that exists among staff... I feel very upset for having to argue with sales 
assistants... I resent some superiors for being 
unapproachable... intimidating... I resent superiors lack of understanding... 
unsympathetic bad looks... lack of appreciation... prejudices... lack of 
trust... the way they generally speak to staff`. I resent unreasonable 
management restrictions on our behaviour... I resent the lack of support 
from superiors when I'm carrying out their rules... I resent being 
sanctioned or blacklisted for disagreeing with my appraisal... I resent 
management's main interests being the profits not the staff.. I resent the 
fact that not all the staff is treated equally... " 
In addition, supervisors also reported having some difficulties with subordinates. These 
were mainly to do with supervisors having to constantly deal with their personal and job 
problems, which sometimes resulted in arguments or disciplinary action. 
Organizational Structure and Climate: 
Sutherland & Cooper (1988) suggests that the organization has a "personality" and the 
way in which the organization treats its members may be seen in the light of four factors 
proposed by Landy and Trumbo (1980). That is, "autonomy, structure, reward and 
consideration orientation", are defined by the authors as making up the organizational 
climate. They go on to suggest employee's perceptions of the "culture, customs and 
climate of the organization" is relevant to a better understanding of the potential sources 
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of stress in the organization, and is related to workers perceived work satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. 
Sutherland and Cooper (1988) report that five main potential sources of stress have been 
identified within this category, which focus mainly on job involvement/ participation by 
the worker and social support. That is, "lack of participation in the decision-making 
process", "lack of effective consultation and communication", "unjustified restriction on 
behaviour", "office politics", and "no sense of belonging". They conclude, in their brief 
review, that the most commonly reported stressors by blue-collar workers in industry 
were: "feelings of being unable to make changes concerning a job, lack of consultation, 
rigid structure of the organisation, lack of autonomy and consideration, and inequitable 
reward systems". 
According to Sutherland and Cooper (1988), "participation in decision-making" increases 
"investment in the organization", helps to create a "sense of belonging", and improves 
"communication channels". These authors also associate the concept of social support to 
the concept of "participation" and "a sense of belonging". Moreover, they distinguish 
between "interpersonal social support" (ie. from individual's relationships) and 
"institutional support" (ie. from general social and communal systems). Several studies 
cited by Sutherland and Cooper (1988) suggest that, for example: perceived organizational 
supportiveness significantly predicts success in the evaluation of training programs 
(Freidlander & Greenberg, 1971); lack of participation in work activity was found to be 
related to negative psychological mood, escapist drinking and heavy smoking (Margolis 
et al., 1974; Caplan et at., 1975); whereas increased opportunity to participate improved 
performance, lowered staff turnover and improved levels of mental and physical well- 
being (Margolis et al., 1974); finally, in a longitudinal study, Karasek (1979) also found 
that lack of participation and autonomy results in increase depression, exhaustion, illness 
rates and pill consumption. 
Although these studies appear consistent with more recent studies which used the four core 
dimensions of the job characteristics model, other studies in retail sales employees did not 
always find the same relationships. For example, Teas (1981) found a negative 
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relationship in a sample of retail sales employee's, between participation in decision- 
making and job satisfaction. These inconsistent finding are very likely to be due to 
different conceptual and methodological approaches and individual differences. Teas 
(1981) for example, argues that it could be due to the wide variety of decisions involved 
or the fact that retail selling jobs are different from other jobs (eg., industrial sales jobs). 
The responses that emerged for this category in this sample, appear to also be related to 
the culture, customers and climate of this retail company. Retail sales person's responses 
can be perhaps represented in three main groups: (1) Lack of participation in policy- 
making (eg., difficulties arising due to strict rules... management creating rules to suit 
themselves... having the rules constantly changed); (2) Lack of effective communication 
systems (eg., lack of communication between management and sales assistants... useless 
and ineffective communication meetings); (3) Lack of interpersonal and organizational 
support and rewards (eg., being sanctioned or blacklisted for disagreeing with the 
appraisal... being given things to do at very short notice). 
However, given that both sales assistants and supervisors perceived most of these strutural 
and climate problems to be due to mainly departmental management policies and 
decisions, and not due to the organization, it was decided to incorporate potential sources 
of stressors related to Organizational Structure and Climate, within the general category 
of Interpersonal Relations. 
Environmental Factors: 
This category consisted of several events that were perceived as poor physical working 
conditions. Sutherland and Cooper (1988) classified these factors as "physical demands". 
Six potential physical/environmental stressors were reported by this sample: bright lights, 
lack of proper air conditioner, poor equipment, excessive noise, crowded departments, and 
dusty and dry environments. 
In general, studies in the workplace have related unpleasant working conditions, such as 
noise, with job dissatisfaction in blue-collar workers (Sutherland and Cooper, 1986); 
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vulnerability to accidents (Kerr, 1950); reduced performance/ productivity (Broadbent & 
Little, 1960), fatigue, headaches, irritability and inability to concentrate, reduction in 
helping behaviour, a more extreme or negative attitude to others, more open hostility and 
overt aggression (Jones, 1983); and poor interpersonal relationships (Sutherland and 
Cooper, 1988). 
Sutherland and Cooper (1988) also cite a study by Smith, M. J. et al (1978) that showed 
that employees forced to work in an environment where there is a constant need for 
artificial ventilation, lighting and temperature control, report discomfort and sore throats 
from the dry air, and from the noise and constant whine of air-conditioning units and 
generators. This, they argue, will result in lowered tolerance to other stressors and may 
affect workers motivation and attention. 
Although, individual needs for interpersonal space and distance varies, there is evidence 
to suggest a relationship between "crowding" and psychological stress, which may lead 
to an increase in illness (Cox, V. C. et al., 1982). The perception of inadequate work- 
space, has also been related to poor performance, increased blood pressure and job 
dissatisfaction (Evans, 1979). 
It has been suggested that, even though little is known about individual differences with 
respect to violation of personal space and territory, these may be important factors when 
investigating individuals who work together or in close proximity to others, for long 
periods of time (Sutherland and Cooper, 1988). There are numerous other studies relating 
to environmental aspects and perceived job characteristics, mostly concerned with offices, 
but nonetheless relevant. 
Coping Strategies and Stress Manifestations: 
In addition to the potential sources of work stressors reported, subjects were also asked 
to describe "how they actually managed or dealt" with the various events, and "how they 
felt emotionally, physically and behaviourally", before (ie. whenever they anticipated a 
problem), during and after the event. 
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Only a small number of coping strategies and job stress-related manifestations were 
reported. This might have been due to the fact that, as they reported, with respect to 
many situations "there was little they could do.. or there was little they could say or do 
to change many of the situations". In fact many reported that if they attempted to 
confront the situations it would aggravate the problem. For example: 
"... when I was feeling under pressure from superiors or work, or when I 
felt that they were being unreasonable, I used to try to speak to them about 
it, and sometimes I still do! But most of them are also under pressure, and 
if you complaint too much, they either ignore you or make your life more 
difficult. For example, they tend to write in your appraisal that you have 
an attitude problem and if you refuse to sign it, they don't care. I used to 
cry or get very upset about it. Now I take things in stride and laugh about 
it with my colleagues, there is no point in complaining... " 
The small number of items reported, might also have been due to the fact that there was 
not enough time during both group discussions and interviews to explore the issues more 
fully. However, it would have been difficult to arrange for more group discussions, 
because of staff shortages at the time in most stores. 
However, 25 potential job stress-related manifestations were identified, which ranged from 
feeling of anxiety, depression, dissatisfaction, lack of achievement, to physical and 
behavioural symptoms, like muscle pains, headaches or crying. 
In addition, 27 coping strategies were identified, which appear to comprise both cognitive 
and behavioural problem-focused coping, and in particular emotion-focused coping 
strategies, as defined by the cognitive approach to stress and coping (e. g. Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984). 
Coping strategies and items related to Stress Manifestations, were not categorised due to 
their small number. 
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3.2 INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS 
The six exploratory group discussions were followed by a series of semi-structured 
individual interviews. The job-related stressful situations in each category (see chapter 
on group discussions), were set out as a series of semi-structured questions, to which 
open-ended responses could be made. 
The interviewees were asked to rate each situation on a 5-point scale, as to "how 
bothered" (tense or anxious), he/she felt about it. A zero score was given to those 
situations not encountered by the subject; a score of one was given to those situations not 
perceived as potentially stressful; a score of two to situations rarely perceived as stressful; 
three to those situations sometimes perceived as stressful; four to often perceived as 
stressful; and five to those situations perceived as always stressful. As well as rating each 
situation on the level of stress perceived by the interviewees, the interviewer also 
transcribed the verbal responses, probing for as much information as possible. 
Initially, 100 to 150 individual interviews were thought necessary to acquire more 
information on what sales assistants and supervisors perceived as stressful. However, 
after 21 individual interviews were completed with sales assistants and supervisors of 
different status, ages and time spent with the organisation, in two stores, no new 
information was acquired and it was decided that there was sufficient data to construct a 
questionnaire. 
Moreover, this method of data collection was found to be too inconvenient, both for the 
researcher and the organisation. Firstly, many of the interviewees were unable to stay for 
the full hour. Secondly, the stores were finding difficulties in providing us with staff to 
be interviewed due to their staff shortages, and many stores refused altogether. Thirdly, 
one hour was found to be insufficient to complete the interview. Hence this method had 
to be abandoned. 
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In the end, information from the individual interviews were combined with the information 
gathered in the group discussions, and analysed together (refer to results and analysis in 
group discussion chapter). 
3.3 DISCUSSION: QUALITATIVE STUDY 
As expected, the qualitative study revealed a large and rich body of information specific 
to this population which otherwise might not have been revealed if they had been studied 
using a priori set of theoretically-based constructs. Second, the qualitative analysis also 
appears to support the contention that job-related stressors are multidimensional and given 
the diversity in individual perceptions, and responses to stress, it is reasonable to assume 
that so is stress. Thirdly, the qualitative study also appears to support the contention that 
both problem-focused coping and in particular emotion-focused coping strategies are 
employed when dealing with potential work-stressors in retail settings. 
However, consistent with Dewe's (1985) study on role overload, conflict and ambiguity 
across different occupations, there was a great deal of overlap in situations reported, 
making them at times difficult to classify within existing theoretically defined concepts, 
in the literature. Dewe (1985) explained this overlap in terms of "relationships over 
time". That is, individuals tended to report events in terms of "sequences", or "how one 
situation leads into another". 
Although, several more current job-related stress scales appear to report sound 
psychometric properties, great inconsistencies in the measures themselves and in their 
relationship with different outcomes are still reported. In an attempt to avoid adding to 
these inconsistencies, and in view of the evidence that both jobs and individuals may differ 
in terms of expectations, values and belief systems, and hence may or may not have the 
characteristics of certain a priori based constructs, Kahn's et al (1964) advice was 
followed, as pointed out by Dewe (1985). That is, theoretically based constructs were 
employed to categorise potential sources of stress, but they were viewed as "heuristic 
devices to provide conceptual boundaries". 
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Although, responses in general appear to fit well within the general rubric of categories 
provided by Sutherland and Cooper (1988), Dubinsky and Skinner (1984), Lazarus & 
Folkman (1984) and other researchers, situations and concepts tended to overlap. 
However, it is expected that once the structure of these events are examined empirically, 
they could be more clearly defined. 
Limitations on self-reported measures have been well documented. Thus, the self-reported 
techniques employed throughout this study are not without limitations. That is, there may 
have been situations that individuals were not aware or prepared to discuss, in a group 
situation or/ and with the interviewer. This may have been the case with respect to 
potential home/work conflict stressors. Moreover, individuals may have only reported 
those situations with which they coped successfully. However, this did not appear to be 
the case for all the sample. 
In the next two studies discussed in the following chapters, the psychometric properties 
of these item-scales will be examined, along with several other issues. 
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QUANTITATIVE STUDY: 
PART I 
THE PILOT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH: 
AN INTRODUCTION 
In order to quantify the issues that emerged from the qualitative research, two survey 
studies were conducted in collaboration with the retail company. 
Pilot Questionnaire: 
The preliminary survey was in the form of a structured questionnaire, constructed and 
developed from the self-reported information discussed in chapter three. This structured 
questionnaire was then distributed as a pilot questionnaire to 300 sales assistants and 
supervisors in nine retail stores of the company, in the London area and suburbs. Ninety- 
one completed questionnaires were returned. 
The pilot questionnaire consisted of the following six sections: 
(1) job and personal demographic measures, to provide general information on the sample; 
(2) a job-specific stress questionnaire, with 137 events reported by the retail personnel as 
potential sources of work stress in the qualitative study; 
(3) a stress manifestation measure, consisting of 35 items reported by the retail personnel 
as potential manifestations of work stress; 
(4) a coping measure, with 27 coping strategies reported by the retail personnel as ways 
of coping with stressful situations at work; 
(5) finally, several items from the Mood Adjective Checklist (MACL), developed by 
Mackay et al., (1978), to ascertain the subjects' general mood while completing the 
questionnaire. 
These measures will be further discussed in the following chapters. 
The main aim of the pilot questionnaire was to quantify sales assistants and supervisors 
perceived sources of job stress, coping strategies and job stress manifestations, in order 
to develop and construct a second more reliable and valid quantitative job stress survey, 
for this population. However, only the job-specific measure of stress was employed in 
the second quantitative survey. Both the self-reported coping strategies and job stress 
manifestations, were replaced by more sophisticated measures of coping and health. The 
MACL was also excluded due to of lack of space. 
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Main Questionnaire: 
The second and major quantitative measure was distributed to 2000 sales assistants and 
supervisors in 61 stores, throughout the U. K. (ie., N. Ireland, Scotland, Wales and 
England), in the form of six structured questionnaires (refer to Part II of study). A total 
of g 1099 subjects from 57 stores completed and returned the questionnaire during the 
following months. 
The main questionnaire included the following measures: 
(1) a job-specific stress questionnaire developed from the pilot questionnaire, after being 
submitted to a series of component analysis, and reliability tests; 
(2) a theoretically-based Job Stress Survey (JSS) developed by Spielberger; 
(3) job and personal demographic variables; 
(4) a short version of Eysenck's EPQ-R measure; 
(5) Folkman & Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scale (WCS); 
(6) and finally, a Health inventory, selected and adapted from Davidson & Cooper, (1983) 
study of "Stress & The Woman Manager", which included the following: 
(i) a modified Gurin Psychosomatic Symptom List (Gurin, Veroff & Feld, 1960), by 
Marshall and Cooper (1979); 
(ii) cigarette smoking and alcohol consumption (used in the Henley Executive Health 
Questionnaire, by Cooper & Melhuish, 1980 and later used by Davidson & Cooper 
in 1983); 
(iii) and two items on job satisfaction, taken from the Job Satisfaction scale as used in 
numerous studies (eg. Caplan et al., 1975; Cooper & Melhuish, 1980; Davidson & 
Cooper, 1983). 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY: PILOT STUDY 
4.1 MEASURES 
The format of the pilot questionnaire was an A4 size pink booklet comprising of 21 pages, 
and headed "Job Stress Research" (see Appendix III). This booklet comprised first, of 
an introductory letter to sales assistants and supervisors, explaining what the research and 
questionnaire was about, and asking them for their participation and cooperation in the 
study. This was followed by a number of instructions on how to answer the 
questionnaire. 
The questionnaire itself. was divided into four sections. Each section started with the 
necessary brief instructions on how to answer each question. 
Section 1, consisted of 11 job and 7 personal demographic variables. A total of 21 
demographic variables. 
Section 2, comprised 137 potential job-specific stressful events previously identified in the 
qualitative phase. Each item was scored on two 5-point scales. The first, 5-point scale 
or Frequency/Time-Scale (Never to Always), was concerned with the frequency or "how 
often" each situation occurred to each subject, within the last few months. The second 
5-point scale or Intensity/Bothered-Scale (Not at All to Extremely), was concerned with 
the intensity or "how bothered" each situation made the subject feel. The scores for each 
item, on both Time- and Bothered-Scales, were later combined by multiplying the 
frequency and intensity stress ratings for each individual, to produce a single Job-Specific 
Stress Scale or a Product Job-Specific Stress Scale (see chapter 6.0 on "Scoring 
Rationale"). 
Section 3&4, comprised 35 items on job-related Stress Manifestations and 27 Coping 
items, identified and selected also in the qualitative phase. For the 35 items on the Stress 
Manifestation scale, subjects were asked to indicate in a 5-point scale (Never to Always), 
"the extent each item best described how they felt under stressful situations at work". For 
the 27 items on the Coping Strategies scale, using the same 5-point scale (Never to 
Always), subjects were asked to indicate "how often each item best described the ways 
in which they coped with stressful situations at work". 
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Section 5, consisted of a Mood Adjective Checklist (MACL), devised by Mackay, C., 
Cox, T., Burrows, G. & Lazzerini, T. (1978). The MACL consisted of two bipolar factors 
labelled by Mackay et al., as "Stress" & "Arousal". The "Stress" factor is a combination 
of two monopolar factors "high activation" (11 items) and "general deactivation" (8 
items); the "Arousal" factor corresponds to a combination of two monopolar factors 
"general activation" (8 items) and "activation sleep" originally devised by Thayer, R. E. 
(1967). Subjects were asked to rate their mood at that moment, using a 4-point scale 
(Definitely to Does Not Describe). 
In addition to the five sections, a blank sheet was provided at the end of the booklet for 
any comments subjects cared to make about the questionnaire. 
4.2 PROCEDURE 
The Personnel Managers/esses of a number of stores in the London area and suburbs were 
contacted by the Health Services of the company. Following their agreed collaboration, 
they were then contacted by the researcher, in order to arrange a day for distribution of 
the pilot questionnaires. 
The nine stores, both in the London area and suburbs, that agreed to participate in the 
pilot study, were instructed personally by the researcher and by letter from the Health 
Services of the company, to distribute the questionnaires at random, to all sales assistants 
and supervisors, of all job descriptions, who were in direct contact with customers, and 
who were willing to volunteer to participate in the study. 
The number of questionnaires distributed to each store varied depending on the size of 
store (see table 4.2.1). A total of 306 questionnaires were delivered to the Assistant 
Personnel Manager/ess of each store, at the Customers Service Desk, personally by the 
researcher, to all nine stores on the same week. 
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Each questionnaire was later distributed to the volunteers in a sealed envelope, by the 
Assistant Personnel Managers/esses. Subjects were requested to complete the 
questionnaire within a week at home, and after completion to return it directly to the 
researcher in a freepost addressed envelope provided. 
At the beginning of the questionnaire there was a letter of introduction to both sales 
assistants and supervisors, as well as instructions on how to answer the questionnaire and 
a guarantee of confidentiality (see Appendix III). 
Several reminders and phone calls were made to the Personnel Manager/ess of each store. 
However, response rate was very low (29.7 %). Only 91 questionnaires were completed 
and returned after several months. 
Response Rate 
The number of respondents from each of the nine retail stores located in the London area 
and suburbs, ranged from 4 to 16, as they varied in size and number of workers. Table 
4.2.1, illustrates the number of questionnaires delivered to each store, the number of 
respondents and their respective response rate. 
TABLE 4.2.1 
PILOT STUDY: RESPONSE RATE 
RETAIL STORE 
LOCATION 
No of RESPONDENTS 
(No of Q/As DELIVERED) 
RESPONSE RATE 
(%) 
Brent Cross 16 (50) 32.0 
Guildford 14 (40) 35.0 
West Ealing 13 (30) 43.3 
Kingston 11 (40) 27.5 
Putney 10 (30) 33.3 
Aldershot 9 (30) 30.0 
Lewisham 7 (26) 26.9 
Camden Town 5 (30) 16.7 
Kensington 4 (30) 13.3 
Observed missing data: 2 
TOTAL 91(306) 29.7 
Given that the number of questionnaires distributed to each store ranged from 26 to 50, 
a 29.7 % response rate was considered to be very low. However, this could have been due 
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to several factors: (1) distribution of the questionnaire was dependent both on the 
personnel managers/esses or assistants and permission from the store manager; (2) 
reminders could not be sent directly to respondents, but only through the personnel 
managers, who during the study period were often replaced by other personnel managers 
not familiar with the research; (3) also according to several personnel managers, the high 
turnover rate of staff, made it difficult to keep track of those individuals who volunteered 
to answer the questionnaire, and many were presumed lost; (4) finally, the length of the 
questionnaire, as well as item content was objected to by some store managers. More 
specifically, some managers believed that some of the items in the stress questionnaire 
dealt with very sensitive issues and might be disturbing to sales assistants and supervisors. 
After some discussions and several meetings with management, they agreed to let the 
study proceed without having to eliminate any of the 137 items. This was agreed on the 
basis that firstly, the offending items were derived from the group discussions and 
interviews with sales assistants and supervisors; secondly, this was only the preliminary 
analysis, which aimed mainly at identifying reliable work-related stressful events for the 
construction and development of a more valid and reliable work-stress measure for this 
retail population. 
Thus, the above factors, not only accounted for some of the delay in the distribution of 
the questionnaire, but also for the lack of priority attached to the distribution and 
completion of the questionnaire. 
The sample included individuals from all departments in the store that were in contact 
with customers. Nevertheless, six of the questionnaires were also given, by management, 
to individuals who worked in departments that did not involved direct contact with 
customers. These included: Display (1), Training Department (2), Chargecard (1), and 
Personnel (2). However, the majority or 42 individuals in the pilot sample, worked in the 
Food Department (46.1 %), and the smallest number of respondents worked in the Men's 
Wear Tailor Department (4.4 %) and Lingerie Department (4.4 %). Four respondents were 
Mobile: that is, they worked in several departments in one store, and 36 worked in one 
or more departments (see Table 4.3.1. ). 
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4.3 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 
The sample consisted of 67 sales assistants and 24 supervisors, working in nine retail 
stores of the company, in London and suburbs. Table 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, show the 
breakdown of the job and personal demographics, respectively, for the entire pilot sample. 
The basis on which the sample was generated is discussed under Procedure. 
TABLE 4.3.1 
PILOT STUDY: JOB DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS 
FOR THE ENTIRE SAMPLE (N=91) 
JOB DEMOGRAPHICS/Subcategories: J. - (No) 
JOB DESCRIPTION 
P-T Sales Assistants 27.5 (25) 
P-T Sales Assistants with 2nd skill 25.3 (23) 
F-T Sales Assistants 17.6 (16) 
Temp. /Seasonal/One Function Sales Assistants 3.3 ( 3) 
Deputy Supervisors 8.8 ( 8) 
Trainee Supervisors 3.3 ( 3) 
Full Supervisosr 14.3 (13) 
1st POSITION WITH COMPANY 
YES 64.8 (59) 
NO 35.2 (32) 
PREVIOUS POSITIONS WITH COMPANY 
P-T Sales Assistant 6.6 ( 6) 
F-T Sales Assistant 15.4 (14) 
Temp. /Seasonal/One Function Sales Assistant 1.1 ( 1) 
Deputy Supervisor 2.2 ( 2) 
Trainee Supervisor 3.3 ( 3) 
Full Supervisor 1.1 ( 1) 
YTS 1.1 ( 1) 
Office Assistant 1.1 ( 1) 
WORKED IN ANOTHER COMPANY STORE 
YES 20.9 (19) 
NO 79.1 (72) 
YEARS WITH THE COMPANY MEAN SD 
3.58 2.92 
Less than 1 yr 18.7 (17) 
1-4 yrs 26.4 (24) 
5-9 yrs 66.0 (42) 
EXPECTED NEXT PROMOTION 
Less than 1 yr 8.8 ( 8) 
1-3 yrs 8.8 ( 8) 
35 yrs 1.1 ( 1) 
Never 33.0 (30) 
Do not know 48.4 (44) 
90 
TABLE 4.3.1 cont. 
JOB DEMOGRAPHICS/Subcategories: ö (No) 
WEEKLY PAY MEAN SD 
24.37 38.70 
£25.00 - 65.00 20.1 (17) 
83.00 - 127.00 14.3 (12) 
MONTHLY PAY MEAN SD 
279.00 269.68 
£ 91.00 - 200.00 11.9 (10) 
206.00 - 500.00 29.6 (25) 
518.00 - 980.00 26.1 (22) 
No OF RESPONDENTS PER DEPARTMENT 
Children Wear 6.6 ( 6) 
Men's Wear Casual 7.7 ( 7) 
Men's Wear Tailor 4.4 ( 4) 
Fashion 13.2 (12) 
Footwear & Hose 7.7 ( 7) 
Lingerie 4.4 ( 4) 
Home Furnishing 9.4 ( 9) 
Foods 46.1 (42) 
Customer Service Desk (CSD) 6.6 ( 6) 
Mobile 4.4 ( 4) 
Display 1.1 ( 1) 
Toiletries 1.1 ( 1) 
Training Dept. 2.2 ( 2) 
Chargecard 1.1 ( 1) 
Personnel 2.2 ( 2) 
2nd SKILL (s) 
YES 79.1 (72) 
NO 20.9 (19) 
TYPE OF 2nd SKILL 
General Office 11.0 (10) 
CSD 24.2 (22) 
Stockroom/Display 6.6 ( 6) 
Warehouse 2.2 ( 2) 
Supervisor 3.3 ( 3) 
Deputy Supervisor 7.7 ( 7) 
Cash Collector 13.2 (12) 
Till Controller 1.1 ( 1) 
Hairdresse2 1.1 ( 1) 
Stockroom Assistant 1.1 ( 1) 
Training 3.3 ( 3) 
First Aid 3.3 ( 3) 
Switchboard 1.1 ( 1) 
No OF PEOPLE WORKING WITH SUBJECTS MODE 
50 
0-5 10.1 ( 9) 
6- 10 18.3 (16) 
12 - 20 25.1 (22) 
23 - 35 17.1 (15) 
40 - 60 20.7 (18) 
70+ 8.0 ( 7) 
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TABLE 4.3.2 
PILOT STUDY: PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHIC DETAILS 
FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE (N=91) 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS/Subcategories: % (No) 
AGE MODE 
30 
16 - 20 yrs 18.7 (16) 
21 - 30 34.1 (31) 
31 - 40 19.8 (18) 
41 - 50 17.6 (16) 
51 - 60 9.9 ( 9) 
SEX 
Female 92.3 (84) 
Male 7.7 ( 7) 
MARITAL STATUS 
Single 42.9 (39) 
Married 45.1 (41) 
Remarried 3.3 ( 3) 
Living Together 4.4 ( 4) 
Divorced/Separated 1.1 ( 1) 
Widow/er 3.3 ( 3) 
0 
PARTNER'S EMPLYMENT STATUS 
Full-Time 46.2 (42) 
Self-employed 5.5 ( 5) 
Retired 2.2 ( 2) 
No OF CHILDREN 
None 50.5 (46) 
One 18.7 (17) 
Two 15.4 (14) 
Three 11.0 (10) 
Four or more 4.4 ( 4) 
AGE OF CHILDREN 
1-9 yrs 19.8 (18) 
10 - 16 21.9 (20) 
18 - 25 30.8 (28) 
26 - 30 13.1 (11) 
31 - 35 9.9 ( 9) 
COHABITATION 
Parents/Family 38.8 (28) 
Alone 11.0 (10) 
Partner 52.7 (48) 
Shared Flat 1.1 ( 1) 
Friends 4.4 ( 4) 
DEPENDENTS 
YES 2.2 ( 2) 
NO 97.8 (89) 
EDUCATION QUALIFICATIONS 
Left school before completing exams 31.9 (29) 
O'Level/Ordinary National Diploma 12.1 (11) 
Higher National Diploma/or equivalent 1.1 ( 1) 
University Degree/or equivalent 5.5 ( 5) 
Higher Degree Level 4.4 ( 4) 
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TABLE 4.3.2 cont. 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS/Subcategories: % (No) 
OTHER QUALIFICATIONS 
Typing Diploma 4.4 ( 4) 
BEC National Diploma 1.1 ( 1) 
Higher School Diploma 1.1 ( 1) 
Central School Diploma 1.1 ( 1) 
Register Central Nurse Diploma 1.1 ( 1) 
Apprentiship in Tailoring 1.1 ( 1) 
Catering 1.1 ( 1) 
Teachers Training 1.1 ( 1) 
City & Guilds 1.1 ( 1) 
AGE OF LEAVING F-T EDUCATION 
less than 16 yrs 26.4 (24) 
16 - 17 45.1 (41) 
18 - 19 14.1 (13) 
20 - 21 2.2 ( 2) 
over 21 2.2 ( 2) 
still in education 9.9 ( 9) 
On average, a typical respondent in this pilot study, was a part-time female sales assistant, 
or a part-time female sales assistant with a second skill, who has never worked in another 
store of the company, or held a previous job position. She had worked for the company 
for approximately four years but has no idea whether she will ever be promoted. She was 
currently working in the food department, with probably more than 12 individuals and 
depending on the number of hours she worked per week, her income was between £25.00 
to £127.00 per week. If she did have a second skill, it was most likely to be in dealing 
with customers exchanges in the Customers Desk Service. She was slighly over 30 years 
of age, either married or single and living with a partner or family. If she had any 
children, they were probably between the ages of 10 and 25. She probably had a few 
O'Levels/CSE(s) or left school before taking any exams, when she was about 16 or 17 
years old. 
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5.0 SAMPLE PROFILE: PILOT STUDY 
In order to determine the basic distributional characteristics of the demographic variables 
to be used in subsequent analysis, and to determine statistical differences or similarities 
within the sample, in particular between sales assistants and supervisors and between 
males and females, the following procedures were employed: (1) To investigate the central 
tendencies of the demographic variables, a technique known as Breakdown was employed. 
In addition, a one-way analysis of variance was performed on the data to ascertain any 
significant differences in the sample. (2) An analogous procedure known as Cross 
Tabulation was also employed on the demographic variables, in order to investigate the 
relationship between categorical variables. These joint frequency distributions were then 
statistically analysed by a test of significance (i. e. Chi-Square), to determine whether or 
not the variables were statistically independent. 
Although, further analyses were pursued, such as scattergrams and nonparametric 
statistical tests, to determine whether there were similarities in the ranking of each case, 
the results of these proved resistant to explanation. This however, was probably a result 
of the small sample size of the pilot study. 
5.1 SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
SALES ASSISTANTS & SUPERVISORS 
The results indicate that, although there were proportionally fewer supervisors (24) in the 
pilot study, than there were sales assistants (67), except for four demographic variables, 
there were no statistically significant differences between sales assistants and supervisors 
with respect to job or personal demographics. Table 5.1.1, illustrates the statistically 
significant differences found for the four demographic variables between sales assistants 
and supervisors. 
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A statistically significant difference was found between sales assistants and supervisors 
with respect to whether this was their first position with the company. It was not 
expected however, to find that significantly more sales assistants than supervisors reported 
having had a previous position with the company (82% & 17%, respectively) and vice 
versa, given that supervisors usually, according to the company, go through training as 
either Deputy and/ or Trainee Supervisors. 
TABLE 5.1.1 
JOB & PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS: PILOT STUDY 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SALES ASSISTANTS & SUPERVISORS 
DEMOGRAPHIC SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS CHI- 
VARIABLES: ö (No) t (No) SQUARE (d. f. ) 
1st POSITION WITH CO. 
YES 82.1 (55) 16.7 (55) 36.36*** (1) 
NO 17.9 (12) 83.3 (20) 33.17*** (1) 
PREVIOUS POSITION WITH Co. 
P-T Sales Assistants 20.0 ( 2) 21.1 ( 4) 
F-T Sales Assistants 20.0 ( 2) 63.2 (12) 
Temp. Sales Assistants 10.0 ( 1) 
Deputy Supervisor 20.0 ( 2) 
Trainee Supervisor 15.8 ( 3) 
Full Supervisor 10.0 ( 1) 
F-T S. A. with 2nd skill 10.0 ( 1) 
Stockroom 10.0 ( 1) 
SAMPLE: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES: 
MEAN (No) STADIV F 
YEAR S OF EMPLOYMENT WITH Co. 
Entire sample 5.58 (90) 5.35 5.00* 
Sales Assistants 4.83 (66) 5.15 
Supervisors 7.62 (24) 5.47 
MONTHLY PAY 
Entire sample 279.51 (86) 269.68 34.45*** 
Sales Assistants 197.32 (65) 201.41 
Supervisors 533.90 (21) 298.95 
P-T Sales Assistants 133.39 (46) 133.25 29.28*** 
F-T Sales Assistants 381.56 (16) 236.35 
Supervisors 533.90 (21) 298.95 
AGE 
P-T Sales Assistants 37.16 (25) 13.79 2.82** 
P-T S. A. with 2nd skill 32.65 (23) 11.88 
F-T Sales Assistants 24.75 (16) 11.83 
Temp. Sales Assistants 22.00 ( 3) 2.00 
Deputy Supervisors 38.12 ( 8) 10.42 
Trainee Supervisors 24.33 ( 3) 1.53 
Full Supervisors 31.69 (13) 8.35 
s . 05 
**P s . 01 ***P s . 001 
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A small but significant difference was also found between sales assistants and supervisors 
with respect to the type of previous position held with the company. In general, sales 
assistants reported a wider variety of jobs than supervisors, including the fact that some 
sales assistants had been supervisors themselves. 
It was not surprising to find that, when supervisors and sales assistants were compared for 
monthly incomes, on average supervisors earned significantly more than sales assistants. 
However, no significant differences were found when the two groups were compared for 
weekly incomes. Perhaps because supervisors who were paid weekly, in general worked 
fewer hours than sales assistants or a Full-Time supervisor. That is, they were sales 
assistants with supervision as a second skill. 
When comparing sales assistants with supervisors on the average number of years of 
employment with the company, as expected supervisors were found to have been with the 
company on average significantly longer (8 years), than sales assistants (5 years). The 
average number for the entire sample was six years. 
When the mean age was compared for sales assistants and supervisors, no significant 
differences were found (32 & 33 average age, respectively). However, a significant 
difference was found between the means when their job description was further 
subdivided. Temporary/Seasonal sales assistants, Full-Time sales assistants and Trainee 
supervisors were found to be on average younger, than Part-Time sales assistants with or 
without a second skill, Deputy supervisors and Full supervisors. This was not surprising, 
given that Temporary/Seasonal sales assistants were mostly students, and Full-Time sales 
assistants and Trainee supervisors were just starting to look for a career. Part-Time sales 
assistants were mostly housewives, or individuals with children, who could only work 
Part-time, and Deputy and Full supervisors were people with the longest years with the 
company, who had been trained by them to do a more responsible job. 
In sum, there seems to be more similarities than differences between sales assistants and 
supervisors with respect to both job and personal demographics. 
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5.2 SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
MALES & FEMALES 
The small number of male subjects (8%) in the pilot sample as compared to the female 
sample (92 %), made it somewhat difficult to compare these two groups, and hence made 
meaningful interpretation of the results difficult. However, there were a few interpretable 
statistically significant differences. These are displayed in Table 5.2.1. 
TABLE 5.2.1 
JOB & PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS: PILOT STUDY 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES & FEMALES 
AGE 
MEAN (No) STADIV F 
FEMALES 33.26 (84) 12.24 8. 45** 
MALES 19.71 ( 7) 2.63 
YEARS OF EMPLOYMENT WITH Co. 
MEAN (No) STADIV F 
FEMALES 5.58 (83) 5.40 5. 10* 
MALES 1.28 ( 7) 1.80 
No of PEOPLE WOR KING WITH SUBJ ECT 
MEAN (No) STADIV F 
FEMALES 26.02 (80) 22.07 15. 51*** 
MALES 63.14 ( 7) 41.00 
COHABITATION HI- 
FEMALE S$ (No) MALES % (No) SOUARE( d. f. ) 
Parents/family 27.5 (22) 100 ( 6) 13.36*** (2) 
Alone 12.5 (10) 
Partner 60.0 (48) 
*P s . 05 **P 5 . 01 ***P 5 . 001 
The results indicate that females were on average significantly older than the males and 
had worked for the company, on average significantly longer than their male colleagues. 
Moreover, males worked with significantly more individuals than females, perhaps 
because of their physical strength they might also work in the Foods department where 
the number of workers is usually larger than in any other part of the store, and where 
more time is spent with shelf-filling than with customers. Finally, as perhaps expected, 
because males were younger than females, they all lived with their parents, as compared 
to only 27.5 % of their female colleagues. 
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6.0 ANALYSIS: PILOT 
INTRODUCTION 
The aim of the pilot questionnaire, was to investigate and identify the nature of the most 
useful component items in the six measures employed (ie., frequency and intensity of 
stressful events, and their product score; coping strategies; job-related stress 
manifestations; and mood adjectives), for the purpose of constructing and developing a 
more valid and reliable questionnaire. 
These objectives were addressed using the following methods: 
(1) Subjecting the scores for each of the pilot measures, to a series of "principal 
component analysis" (PCA); 
(2) Estimating the reliability coefficient using Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha, for 
each component-item on the six measures; 
(3) Correlating the frequency/time, intensity/bothered, the product job-stress measure, and 
the product job-stress sub-components, with the job-related stress manifestations, coping 
strategies and the mood-adjective components, the validity (discriminant) of the pilot stress 
measures was examined; and 
(4) to distinguish between sales assistants and supervisors, a discriminant analysis was 
performed on 12 variables, to identify the characteristics on which the two groups differ. 
A PCA was chosen to examine the structure of the pilot measures and the job stress 
measures on the main study because of its data reduction capacity. That is, assuming that 
the unique and error variance represents a relatively small proportion of the total variance, 
the PCA is capable of determining the minimum number of components needed to account 
for the maximum portion of the variance, represented by a set of items (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 1989). In doing so, the PCA provides the best linear combination by summarizing 
the data, without the need for prior assumptions about the underlying structure of the 
variables. 
While the PCA does not test to determine whether sources of job stress actually fall into 
the categories, previously established in the qualitative study, an exploration of each 
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component, both in the pilot and main study, will suggest whether such grouping were 
appropriate. 
However, for the pilot study, due to the large number of items in the stress questionnaire 
(N=137), and a smaller number of respondents (N=91), the PCA were performed 
separately for nine of the major potential stressor categories (see chapter 7.0). 
Criteria for Component Extraction: 
In order to retain enough components for an adequate fit but not so many that parsimony 
is lost, several criteria were employed: 
Firstly, a quick estimate of the number of factors was obtained from the sizes of the latent 
roots. Components with eigenvalues greater or equal to one were considered. The second 
criterion employed was Cattell's scree test (Cattell, 1966) of eigenvalues plotted against 
components. According to Gorsuch (1983), results of the scree test or test of 
discontinuity, are more obvious and reliable when sample size is large and each 
component has several variables with high loadings. It is argued however, by Tabachnick 
& Fidell (1989), that even under less than optimal conditions, the scree test is still usually 
accurate to within one or two components or factors. 
Once the number of factors were determined by the above criteria, to determine the 
number of variables that loaded on each component, and to improve interpretability and 
scientific utility of the solution, the rotated loading matrix was examined, whenever more 
than one factor or component was extracted. If two or more variables were found to be 
highly correlated with each other (say, r >. 70) and relatively uncorrelated with other 
variables, the component was interpreted as perhaps reliable. 
Rotation & Interpretation of Components: 
There seems to be no general consensus as to the best rotation method. In practice, the 
objective of all methods of rotation is to simplify the rows and/or columns of the factor 
matrix to facilitate interpretation. That is, by making as many values in each column and 
row as close to zero as possible. 
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At the pilot stage, orthogonal (varimax) rotations were employed, in an attempt to 
maximize the separation between the different components, and thus, increase the 
simplicity of the factor structure for interpretation purposes. 
Oblique rotations were employed for all the PCA in the main study because, firstly, there 
was no reason for the potential stressor facets not to correlate; secondly, an oblique factor 
rotation was thought to be a more desirable method. Especially, in view of the arguments 
put forward by J. F. Hair Jr. et al (1987). That is: 
"... the oblique factor rotation is more desirable because it is theoretically 
and empirically more realistic" with respect to (1) "the underlying 
dimensions are not assumed to be uncorrelated with eachother" (2) "the 
clustering of variables are more accurantly represented, since each rotated 
factor axis is now closer to the respective group of variables" (3) "the 
oblique solution provides us with information about the extent to which the 
factors are actually correlated with each other. " 
The results for the pattern matrix and factor correlation matrix were reported as required, 
when oblique rotation was employed (ie., main study). Whereas, for the orthogonal 
rotations in the pilot study, only the elements in the loading matrix were reported. 
Criteria and other issues for all other analysis will be briefly discussed prior to their 
results in the following chapters. 
Scoring Rationale: Pilot Job Stress Questionnaire 
Using probably the simplest method available, the two 5-point scales of the pilot job-stress 
questionnaire (Intensity/Bothered-Scale & Frequency/Time-Scale) were combined. This 
was done by multiplying each item pair (ie., each correspondent score on the intensity and 
frequency scale) to provide a single item product. More specifically, the degree of 
perceived job stress was determined by the individual estimates of amount/intensity of job 
stress perceived associated with perceived occurrence/frequency of job stress. In equation 
terms this equalled: 
PRODUCT JOB STRESS = INTENSITY x FREQUENCY 
There were several reasons for doing this: 
(1) There is evidence to suggest that psychological stress is a multidimensional 
phenomenon. Therefore, there is the need to investigate different stress measures; 
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(2) It has been argued that different measures of stress have conceptual and impact 
differences on the stressor-stress relationship (Dewe, 1991a), and different detrimental 
effects (Lazarus et al., 1985). Therefore, it is expected that because frequency and 
intensity are different measures of job stress (ie., frequency is job-specific, whereas 
intensity is not), they would be measuring different facets of the stress state. These 
conceptual and methodological differences, in turn, may reflect differences in the nature 
of the stressor, and stress related responses, such as coping and outcome manifestations. 
More specifically, the "frequency" measure is regarded as job-specific, because the same 
job-related stressful situation is not likely to occur in all occupations/populations, or at 
least with the same perceived/actual frequency. Hence, one is less likely to find the same 
component structure for the frequency measure, across populations. However, when 
measuring perceived intensity/ amount of a job stressor, one is not measuring what 
situations are perceived as specifically stressful to this or any other population. Thus, the 
intensity stress measure is not job-specific, and its component structure is more likely to 
be similar across populations for the same job stressors. 
(3) Given that the frequency/occurence of an event does not necessarily imply that the 
event is perceived as a stressor, on its own the frequency measure cannot be considered 
to be an exact measure of stress, but a "relevant weight measure". Similarly, the 
intensity/amount scale is only a "relevant weight measure" of perceived stress when 
employed on its own, given that the individual is only responding to how they perceive 
the event, whether or not it had ever occurred. 
It is assumed that for this population in this study, both scales are of equal weights, given 
that the potential stressful situations were obtained from subject reports, rather than being 
primarily theoretically-based. It was decided that by combining both relevant 
scales/measures, one could probably get a relatively specific measure of stress for each 
individual, and overall, a better picture of the phenomenon under investigation. 
101 
7.0 COMPONENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
JOB STRESS 
INTENSITY & FREQUENCY MEASURES 
Due to the large number of potential job-related stressful items (137), identified in the 
qualitative phase, and a smaller number of respondents (91), PCA were performed 
separately, for each of the following nine major stressor categories of items: 
(1) Career Opportunities; 
(2) Job Characteristics (Skill Variety, Task Identity, Task Significance, Autonomy 
& Feedback); 
(3) Workload (Work-Overload & -Underload); 
(4) Role Conflict & Ambiguity (related to Customers, Superiors, Subordinates, 
Organisation, Work/Home Conflict & in General); 
(5) Interpersonal Relationship with Customers & Colleagues; 
(6) Interpersonal Relationship with (Attitudes & Behaviour) Superiors; 
(7) Interpersonal Relations with Organisation Structure & Climate; 
(8) Environmental Factors; 
(9) Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates. 
However, for Role Conflict and Ambiguity, the data within this fourth category did not 
lend itself to psychological interpretation. Although, the number of items exhibited high 
component loadings, the components proved impossible to fit with rational labels, and the 
PCA was abandon for this category. 
The results of the PCA for each category, are first presented for both intensity and 
frequency scales (except for Role Conflict & Ambiguity). In the following chapter 8.0, 
the results of the PCA for each category on the product job stress measure will be 
discussed. 
Criteria for component extraction and rotation were discussed in chapter 6.0. Component 
loading was set at ±. 40 and each component was described using Child's (1970) tactic 
of examining loadings in descending order. The validity of a particular component 
solution was judged in terms of its parsimony and simple structure, however psychological 
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meaningfulness was the ultimate criterion for evaluating the component structure. The 
component structure for each of the categories will now be examined in detail: 
7.1 CATEGORY I: 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES 
For both Frequency- and Intensity Scale or Time- and Bothered-Scale, respectively, as we 
called it in the actual questionnaire, the PCA for this category revealed a single 
component for both scales, which seems to best describe, in both cases, "Career 
Opportunities" (Table 7.1.1 & 7.2.1, respectively). For both Time- & Bothered-scales, 
each single component (eigenvalues equalled 2.22 & 2.50, respectively) accounted for 
slightly more than half of the data variance (55.5% & 62.6%, respectively). All four 
items were found to be salient in both scales, and to exhibit similar high loadings. 
Although, item loading and percentage of variance was found to be slightly higher for the 
bothered-scale than for the time-scale, overall both components were found to be relatively 
reliable and similar in structure. 
TABLE 7.1.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY I: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES LOADINGS 
Difficulties in gaining promotion. . 84 
Lack of continuous assessment/appraisal necessary for promotion. . 79 
Inequalities in the promotion process. . 74 
Being unfairly appraised/assessed. . 58 
TABLE 7.1.2. 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY I: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES LOADINGS 
Inequalities in the promotion process. . 88 
Lack of continuous assessment/appraisal necessary for promotion. . 83 
Difficulties in gaining promotion. . 83 
Beinq unfairly appraised/assessed. . 60 
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7.2 CATEGORY II: 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS 
For this category, three-components were extracted, for both Time- and Bothered-Scale 
(Table 7.2.1 & 7.2.2, respectively). For the Time-Scale, the three components 
(eigenvalues equalled 3.53,1.68 and 1.47, respectively) accounted for 32.1 %, 15.3 % and 
13.4 % of the variance, respectively (60.8 % total variance). For the Bothered-Scale, the 
three components (eigenvalues equalled 4.43,1.44 and 1.27, respectively) accounted for 
40.3 %, 13.1 % and 11.6 % of the variance, respectively (65 % total variance). 
For the Time-Scale the first component seems to be related to "Autonomy" or lack of it. 
This included several items to do with "lack of participation in decision making in the 
job". The second component seems to overall to be best described by "Job Significance" 
and "Futility". Items with the highest loadings appear to be related to what Hackman et 
al referred to as "Lack of task/job significance". That is, the first two items appear to 
refer to the low impact the job has on other people (eg., customers), whereas the last two 
items appear to refer to "job futility" or what Hackman and colleagues refer to "job 
identity". The third and final component appears to best describe "Repetitiveness" in the 
job or what Hackman and colleagues describe as "Lack of skill variety". 
TABLE 7.2.1 
THREE-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY II: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. LACK OF AUTONOMY LOADINGS 
Having to wait for a superior to wal with a query 
when it is not necessary. . 81 
Lack of opportunity to use personal initiative or discretion 
in carrying out the work. . 77 
Being constantly interrupted by superiors. . 74 
Having "no say" about scheduling my work. . 62 Not being left alone without supervision to do the work. . 52 
II. LACK OF JOB SIGNIFICANCE/ FUTILITY LOADINGS 
The job not being seen by the public as dignified. . 80 
The public regarding other jobs as more important to society. . 78 Unable to satisfy customer needs. . 59 
Lack of feelings of accoM21ishment. . 58 
III. REPETITIVENESS/LACK OF SKILL VARIETY LOADINGS 
Having to do the same thing everyday. . 78 Lack of opportunity in the job to use several different 
skills and talents. . 73 
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For the Bothered-Scale, the first component also appears to best describe "Lack of 
Autonomy" as did component-one for the Time-Scale. However, this component 
accounted for slightly more of the variance in the Bothered-Scale than it did for the Time- 
Scale, and it also included two more items related to job futility, previously found on the 
second component of the time-scale. Overall, item loading for this first-component was 
slightly lower than for the first-component on the time-scale. The second component 
appears to best describe "Repetitiveness" or "Lack of Skill Variety" as did component- 
three for the Time-Scale, and it also accounts for slightly more of the variance in the 
Bothered-Scale than in the Time-Scale. The third-component appears to best describe 
"Task Significant", as did the second-component on the time-scale, but only consisted of 
the first two items found in the second-component in the time-scale. 
Overall, not only were the same number of components extracted for both scales, but the 
three components extracted for both intensity and frequency scales, were very similar. 
This seems to indicate similarity in the component structure for both scales, on this 
category. 
TABLE 7.2.2 
THREE-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY II: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
. LACK OF AUTONOMY LOADINGS 
ing constantly interrupted by superiors. 
F 
. 76 
ck of opportunity to use personal initiative or 
scretion in carrying out the work. 75 
Lack of feelings of accomplishment. . 72 
Not being left alone without supervision to do the job. . 57 Having to wait for a superior to deal with a query 
when it is not necessary. . 53 
Having to work for long stretches without any "feedback" 
on how well or badly work is going. . 53 
Having "no say" about scheaduling my work. . 53 
II. LACK OF SKILL VARIETY/REPETITIVENESS LOADINGS 
Lack of opportunity in the job to use several different 
skills and talents. . 89 
Having to do the same thing everyday. . 82 
III. LACK OF JOB SIGNIFICANCE LOADINGS 
The job not being seen by the public as dignified. . 92 
The public regarding other jobs as more important to society. . 90 
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7.3 CATEGORY III: WORKLOAD 
For this category, three-components were extracted for the Time-Scale and two- 
components for the Bothered-Scale (Table 7.3.1 & 7.3.2, respectively). For the Time- 
Scale, the three-components (eigenvalues equalled 4.40,2.63 & 2.40, respectively) 
accounted for 23.2%, 13.9% and 12.6% of the variance, respectively (50% total 
variance). For the Bothered-Scale, the two-components (eigenvalues equalled 4.62 and 
2.41, respectively) accounted for 29 % and 15 % of the variance, respectively or less than 
half of the total variance (44%). The initial number of items for this category was 20, 
out of which only one item was omitted for the Time-Scale and 8 items were omitted for 
the Bothered-Scale. 
TABLE 7.3.1 
THREE-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY III: TIME-SCALE (N =91) 
I. WORK-OVERLOAD (QUALITATIVE/QUANTITATIVE) LOADINGS 
Work getting increasingly more demanding with the Co.. . 81 
Having to send time training staff that lack the proper training. . 74 
Lack of time to maintain the expected high standards 
of orderliness and cleanliness. . 72 
Having to do extra work due to lack of staff. . 66 
Having too much work to do in a given time. . 66 
Having to do jobs that are not part of a sales assistant/ 
supervisors job. . 59 
Having to come in early in the morning to catch up with the work. . 56 
II. WORK-OVERLOAD (NATURE OF JOB) LOADINGS 
Having to work long hours during holiday seasons. . 75 
Having to work long hours without a break. . 74 
Being moved to different departments. . 72 
Having to stand all day. . 54 
Having to ask colleagues were things are. . 53 
Having to work after working hours without pay. . 51 
III. WORK-UNDERLOAD (QUALITATIVE) LOADINGS 
Having too little responsibility in the job. . 69 Having to lift heavy loads. . 66 
Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees. . 65 
Having to work on the till for longer than 3 hours. . 60 
Feeling bored with the work. . 58 
Taking all responsibility for the work. -. 46 
Although, all the three-components extracted for the Time-Scale seem to be related to 
"Workload", they all seem to differ with respect to the Mr, of Workload. This, however, 
appears to be consistent with observations in the qualitative phase, and with previous 
research definitions. That is, the first component appears to best describe "Qualitative & 
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Quantitative Work-Overload", because item content appears to relate to both "increase 
difficulty" and "volume" of work. The second component, appears to best describe 
"Work-overload" due to "the nature of their job" (eg., long hours during holiday seasons). 
Finally, the third component seems to best describe "Qualitative Work-Underload" (eg., 
little responsibility; bordom). 
TABLE 7.3.2 
TWO-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY III: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. WORK-OVERLOAD (QUALITATIVE/QUANTITATIVE) LOADINGS 
Work getting increasingly more demanding with the Co.. . 79 
Lack of time to maintain the expected high standards 
of orderliness and cleanliness. . 
78 
Having to do extra work due to lack of staff. . 75 Having to do jobs that are not part of a sales assistant/ 
supervisors job. . 74 Having too much work to do in a given time. . 74 
Having to spend time training staff that lack the proper training.. 66 
II. WORK-OVERLOAD (NATURE OF JOB)/ 
WORK-UNDERLOAD (QUALITATIVE) LOADINGS 
Having to work on the till for longer than 3 hours. . 73 
Having to work after working hours without pay. . 61 Having to work longer hours during holiday seasons. . 59 
Having to work Saturdays. . 
54 
Having to stand all day. . 52 Having to come in early in the morning to catch up with work. . 50 Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees. . 49 
Being moved to different departments. . 47 
Having to lift heavy loads. . 44 
Feeling bored with the work. . 41 
Although, only two-components were extracted for the Bothered-Scale, the first 
component of the Bothered-Scale, is almost identical to the first component on the Time- 
Scale. For this reason we also labelled the first component for the Bothered-Scale 
"Qualitative & Quantitative Work-Overload". However, item-loadings and percentage of 
variance, for this component on this scale, were slightly higher than for the Time-Scale. 
This seems to perhaps indicate that this stressor is perceived as slightly more intense than 
frequent. 
The second component on the Bothered-Scale seems to consist of a combination of 
situations that are related to "Work-Overload due to the nature of the job" and 
"Qualitative Work-Underload". Although, this component is similar to the last two 
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components in the Time-Scale, it accounts for less data variance. This appears to suggest 
that this stressor is perceived as more frequent than intense. 
Overall, although different number of components were extracted for both scales, similar 
stressors were found for both intensity and frequency measures in this category. It seems 
therefore reasonable to assume that the two scales are similar. 
7.4 CATEGORY V: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 
WITH CUSTOMERS & COLLEAGUES 
For this category, only one component was extracted for both Time- and Bothered-Scales 
(Table 7.4.1 & 7.4.2, respectively). For both Time- and Bothered-Scale each single- 
component (eigenvalue equalled 5.80 & 5.82, respectively) accounted for 41.4% and 
53 % of the total variance. The initial number of items for this category equalled 16, out 
of which 2 were omitted for the Time-Scale and 5 for the Bothered-Scale. 
TABLE 7.4.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY V: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH CUSTOMERS & COLLEAGUES LOADINGS 
Being demanded help by a customer instead of being asked for it. . 76 
Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer 
and not even being thanked. . 75 
Dealing with intimidating/rude/threatening/forceful customers. . 72 
Being made to feel inferior by a customer. . 71 
Being expected by customers to know everything about the products. . 71 Coping with other duties as well as helping customers 
during busy periods. . 70 
Being blamed by customers for not having the stock they want. . 67 
Having to keep tidying up after customers. . 63 Having a disagreeament with a customer first thing in the morning. . 62 
Being asked by a customers, who come in nearly everyday, 
where things are. . 60 Seeing the staff divided into little social groups, 
who rarely interact. . 57 
Having to work with inexperience staff. . 52 
Having to deal with customers exchanges and vouchers. . 50 
Lack of respect between staff. . 45 
On the Time-Scale, items exhibiting the highest loadings seem to be related to 
"Interpersonal Conflict with Customers", and items exhibiting the lowest loadings seem 
to be related to "Interpersonal Conflict with Colleagues". This seems to suggest that 
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stressors related to "Interpersonal Conflict with Colleagues" are not as frequent as 
stressors related to "Interpersonal Conflict with Customers". 
TABLE 7.4.2 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY V: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH CUSTOMERS LOADINGS 
Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer 
and not even being thanked. . 
85 
Being made to feel inferior by a customer. . 82 
Being demanded help by a customer instead of being asked for it. . 80 
Being blamed by a customer for not having the stock they want. . 
79 
Dealing with intimidating/rude/threatening/forceful customers. . 79 
Being expected by customers to know everything about the products. . 73 
Having a disagreement with a customer first thing in the morning. . 
69 
Being asked by customers who come in everyday where things are. . 69 
Coping with other duties as well as helping customers 
during busy periods. . 67 
Having to keep tyding up after customers. . 67 
Having to deal with customers exchanges and vouchers. . 40 
The single component extracted for the Bothered-Scale seems to include only items that 
relate to "Interpersonal Conflict with Customers". This seems to also suggest that only 
stressors that relate to "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers" are perceived as 
bothersome/intense. Perhaps this is because retail personnel are better at coping with 
stressors generated by colleagues. 
Overall, stressors related to Interpersonal Relationship with Customers are perceived as 
both frequent and intense, whereas stressors related to Interpersonal Relationship with 
Colleagues are perceived as less frequent, and also not bothersome. This also appears to 
indicate that the two components only share a certain amount of similarity with respect 
to the stressor related to Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 
7.5 CATEGORY VI: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH (ATTITUDES & 
BEHAVIOUR) SUPERIORS 
For this category, a single component was extracted for both Time- & Bothered-Scales 
(Table 7.5.1 & 7.5.2, repectively). For the Time-scale & Bothered-scale each single- 
component (eigenvalues equalled 15.9 & 17.57, repectively) accounted for 46.8 % and 
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51.7% of the data variance in this category. The initial number of items for this categry 
was 34, out of which two were dropped for the Time-Scale. 
TABLE 7.5.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VI: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH SUPERIORS LOADINGS 
Unreasonal restrictions on behaviour by management. . 83 Being unable to disagree with a superior in case of retribution. . 79 Being given unsatisfactory explanations for management decisions. . 79 
Lack of respect from superiors. . 78 
Management creating rules to suite themselves. . 77 
Management "talking down" at sales assistants. . 76 
Difficulties arising out of management being too strict. . 75 
Lack of communication between management and staff. . 75 
Lack of encouragement or incentives to work harder. . 74 
Lack of support from superiors. . 74 
Management main interest being the profits not the staff. . 74 
Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work. . 74 
Being treated badly or spoken to in a bad way by superiors. . 73 Superiors taking the opportunity "to tell off" sales assistants 
when management are around. . 
73 
Superiors being unapproachable. . 72 
Being "kept under watch". . 71 
Lack of exemplary behaviour by superiors. . 70 
Lack of understanding of staff needs by superiors. . 70 
Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". . 69 
Having the rules constantly changed. . 69 
Being sanctioned/blacklisted for disagreeing with the appraisal. . 69 
Lack of useful and effective communication meeting. . 68 Being intimidated/threatened by superiors. . 67 Superiors failing to explain the job properly. . 65 
Favouritism by superiors towards certain individuals. . 65 Being given things to do at very short notice. . 62 Difficulties arising due to lack of trust. . 58 Having to adjust to new Assistant Personnel Managers. . 57 
Being given a bad appraisal by superiors on the basis 
of staff attitudes. . 55 Management only consulting supervisors and not sales assistants. . 54 
Management dumping too much work on supervisors. . 48 
Being interrupted by management during meal breaks to do a job. . 42 
Although, item-loadings differed slightly for both components (ie., item-loading was found 
to be in general, higher for items in the bothered-scale), both single components seem to 
best describe "Interpersonal Conflict with Superiors". This appears to suggest that there 
is some similarity in the component structure of both intensity and frequency scales. 
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TABLE 7.5.2 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VI: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH SUPERIORS LOADINGS 
Lack of support from superiors. . 83 Being unable to disagree with a superior in case of retribution. . 83 Superiors being unapproachable. . 
83 
Difficulties arising out of management being too strict. . 82 Being sanctioned/blacklisted for disagreing with the appraisal. . 82 Management creating rules to suit themselves. . 
81 
Being given unsatisfactory explanations for management decisions. . 80 
Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". . 79 Lack of encouragements or incentives to work harder. . 78 Management main interest being the profits not the staff. . 78 Lack of respect from superiors. . 77 
Lack of communication between management and sales assistants. . 77 
Management "talking down " at sales assistants. . 75 Having the rules constantly changed. . 74 Favouritism by superiors towards ceratin individuals. . 74 Being treated badly or spoken to in a bad way by superiors. . 73 Lack of exemplary behaviour by superiors. . 73 
Superiors taking the opportunity "to tell off" sales assistants 
when management are around. . 73 
Unreasonal restrictions on behaviour by superiors. . 72 Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by superiors 
for being absent from work. . 72 Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work. . 72 Superiors failing to explain the job properly. . 71 Lack of understanding of staff needs by superiors. . 70 Management only consulting supervisors and not sales assistants. . 68 
Being intimidated/threatened by superiors. . 68 
Being given a bad appraisal by superiors 
on the basis of staff attitudes. . 67 
Lack of useful and effective communication meeting. . 66 
Being "kept under watch". . 66 
Being obliged to work fewer or extra hours when asked by superiors. . 
61 
Management dumping too much work on supervisors. . 58 Difficulties arising due to lack of trust. . 58 
Having to adjust to new Assistant Personnel Managers. . 50 
Being given things to do at very short notice by superiors. . 48 Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job. . 43 
7.6 CATEGORY VII: ORGANISATIONAL 
STRUCTURE & CLIMATE 
For this category, two components were extracted for both Time- & Bothered-scales 
(Table 7.6.1 & 7.6.2, respectively). For the Time-Scale, the two components 
(eigenvalues equalled 3.17 and 1.52, respectively) accounted for 31.7% and 15.2% of the 
variance, respectively or less than half of the total variance (47%). For the Bothered- 
Scale, the two components (eigenvalues equalled 5.38 and 2.40, respectively) accounted 
for 38.4 % and 17.2 % of the variance, respectively or slightly more than half of the total 
variance (56%), in this category. The initial number of items for this category was 15, 
out of which 5 were dropped for the Time-Scale and one for the Bothered-Scale. 
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For the Time-Scale, the first component seems to best describe "Organisational Climate", 
and it appears to consist mainly of items to do with "lack of consideration, support and 
inequitable rewards by the organization", perhaps also due to lack of autonomy in the 
organization. This component also appears to be consistent with at least two factors 
proposed by Landy and Trumbo (1980) in their definition of "organisational climate". 
The second component seems to best describe "Organisational Structure". That is, items 
in this second-component appear to be related to lack of opportunities to interact with 
other co-workers, perhaps due to how the work is structured in this organization. 
TABLE 7.6.1 
TWO-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY VII: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. ORGANISATIONAL CLIMATE LOADINGS 
Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often than F-T staff. . 74 Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong. . 72 Treating temporary staff differently from other staff. . 66 Management having different eating arragements to that of staff. . 
62 
Unequal pay policies. . 45 Having to adjust to company changes. . 41 
II. ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE LOADINGS 
Lack of opportunity in the job to help colleagues. . 75 Working for weeks without seeing friends made at work. . 72 Lack of opportunity to know most of the staff in the store 
and develop friendships. . 
69 
Having to work with disagreeable colleagues. . 48 
For the Bothered-scale, the first-component appears to best describe "Organizational 
Structure", as component-two for the Time-scale. However, items on this component 
appear to be more related to lack of participation in decision-making and communication 
in the organization, than with lack of opportunities to interact with other co-workers. The 
second-component appears to best describe "Organisational Climate", as component one 
for the Time-Scale. This component also included items to do with "lack of consideration, 
support and inequitable rewards". 
Overall, the two components for both scales appear to describe similar stressors, even if, 
stressors related to Organizational Climate are perceived as more frequent than 
bothersome, or if stressors related to Organizational Structure, are perceived as more 
intense than frequent. 
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TABLE 7.6.1 
TWO-COMPONENTS FOR CATEGORY VII: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE LOADINGS 
Having to adjust to company changes. . 87 
Management not knowing what is going on, on the sales floor. . 
85 
Insufficient training to deal with the demands of the 
sales floor on all departments. . 84 
Feeling like a "glorified sales assistant"(ie. being paid more for 
being a supervisor, but doing the same job as a sales assistant . . 64 
Lack of time to make use of the facilities provided by the Co.. . 49 
II. ORGANISATIONAL CLIMATE LOADINGS 
Treating temporary staff differently from other staff. . 85 
Lack of loyalty in the store. . 78 
Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often than F-T staff. . 70 
Lack of opportunity in the job to help colleagues. . 62 
Unequal pay policies. . 60 
Lack of opportunity to get to know most of the staff in the store 
and develop frienships. . 56 
Having to work with disagreeable colleagues. . 54 
Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong. . 48 
Working for weeks without seeing friends made at work. . 41 
7.7 CATEGORY VIII: 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 
For this category, a single component was extracted for both Time- & Bothered-Scales 
(Table 7.7.1 & 7.7.2, respectively), and both appear to best describe "Environmental 
Factors", since they both contain stressful items that relate to the physical environment. 
Moreover, all six items were found to be salient. For the Time- and Bothered-scales this 
single-component (eigenvalues equalled 2.82 & 2.56, respectively) accounted for 47 % and 
43 % of the variance, respectively. Overall, this stressor appears to be perceived as 
slightly more frequent than bothersome, but the component structure for both scales on 
this category appears to be very similar. 
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TABLE 7.7.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VIII: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS LOADINGS 
Having to work on a noisy department. . 78 
Having to work on a crowded department. . 76 
Having to work on a dusty and dry environment. . 67 
Having to work with difficult or poor store equipment. . 
67 
Having to work without a proper air conditioner. . 65 
Having to work with very bright lights in the store. . 55 
TABLE 7.7.2 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VIII: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. ENVIROMENTAL FACTORS LOADINGS 
Having to work without a proper air conditioner. . 73 
Having to work in a crowded department. . 72 
Having to work with very bright lights in the store. . 67 
Having to work in a noisy department. . 66 
Having to work in a dusty and dry enviroment. . 58 
Having to work with difficult or poor equipment. . 54 
7.8 CATEGORY IX: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
SUBORDINATES 
For this category, a single component was extracted for both Time- & Bothered-Scales, 
which appears to best describe for both scales "Interpersonal Conflict with Subordinates" 
(Table 7.8.1 & 7.8.2, respectively). All six items were found to be salient for both 
scales. For the Time- and Bothered-scale this single-component (eigenvalues equalled 
3.12 & 3.68, respectively) accounted for 52% and 61.4% of the variance, respectively. 
Although, "Interpersonal Conflict with Employees" appears to be perceived slightly as a 
more bothersome stressor than a frequent one, the both components appear to be very 
similar. 
. TABLE 7.8.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY IX: TIME-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH EMPLOYEES LOADINGS 
Dealing with sales assistants personal grievances. . 89 
Providing a sales assistant with an answer to their problems. . 82 
Traying to keep patience when training. . 78 
Having to train staff. . 67 
Dealing with sales assistants work complaints. . 66 
Having arguments with sales assistants. . 45 
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TABLE 7.8.2 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY IX: BOTHERED-SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL CONFLICT WITH EMPLOYEES LOADINGS 
Dealing with sales assistants work complaints. . 93 Dealing with sales assistants personal grievances. . 80 Having arguments with sales assistants. . 80 
Trying to keep patience when training. . 78 
Providing a sales assistant with an answer to their problems. . 71 Having to train staff. . 64 
7.9 SUMMARY 
Although, a slight different number of items were retained for the Time- and Bothered- 
Scale components for category III, V, VI, and VIII, except for category III, the same 
number of components were extracted for the Time- & Bothered-Scales. Moreover, 
except for category V, all components extrated for both scales appear to describe similar 
stressors. 
The percentage of variance explained by each component on the Time-scale was also very 
similar to that explained by each component on the Bothered-scale. However, as 
expected, item-loading was slightly higher for the Bothered-scale than for the Time-scale. 
In sum, except for Interpersonal Relationship with Colleagues, Workload and 
Environmental Factors, most stressor-components were found to be as frequent as they 
were bothersome. 
Finally, out of 137 items identified in the qualitative phase, only 35 items did not yield 
significant item-component correlations for both Time- & Bothered-Scales. A total of 102 
items were retained for both scales. The summary Table 7.9.1, displays the number and 
which components were extracted for both scales, their respective eigenvalues, percentage 
of variance explained by each component, overall percentage, and the number of items 
for each component. 
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TABLE 7.9.1 
COMPONENTS EXTRACTED FOR TIME- & BOTHERED-SCALES ON 
EIGHT CATEGORIES 
TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
CATEGORY/ EIGEN- % of No of CATEGORY/ EIGEN- V of No of 
COMPONENTS VALUES VARIANCE ITEMS COMPONENTS VALUES VARIANCE ITEMS 
CATEGORY I: CATEGORY I: 
Career Opportunities 2.22 55.5% 4 Career Opportunities 2.50 63.0% 4 
CATEGORY II: 60.8% 11 CATEGORY II: 65.0% 11 
Lack of Autonomy 3.53 32.1% 5 Lack of Autonomy 4.43 40.3% 7 
Lack of Job Signif. / Lack of Skill variety/ 
Futility 1.68 15.3% 4 Repetitiveness 1.44 13.1% 2 
Repetitiveness/ Lack of 
Lack of Skill Variety 1.47 13.4 2 Job Si ificance 1.27 11.61 2 
CATEGORY III: 49.7% 19 CATEGORY III: 44.0% 16 
Work-Overload Work-Overload 
(Qual. /Quant. ) 4.40 23.2% 7 (Qual. /Quant. ) 4.62 29.0% 6 
Work-Overload Work-Overload 
(Nature of Job) 2.63 13.9% 6 (Nature of Job)/ 
Work-Underload Work-Underload 
(Qualitat. ) 2.40 12.6% 6 (Qualitat. ) 2.41 15.0% 10 
CATEGORY V: CATEGORY V: 
Interpersonal Conflict Interpersonal Conflict 
Customers & Colleagues 5.80 41.4% 14 with Customers 5.82 53.0% 11 
CATEGORY VI: CATEGORY VI: 
Interpersonal Conflict Interpersonal Conflict 
with Superiors 15.9 46.8% 32 with Superiors 17.57 51.7% 34 
CATEGORY VII: 46.9% 10 CATEGORY VII: 55.6% 14 
Organisation Climate 3.17 31.71 6 Organisation Structure 5.38 38.4% 5 
Or anisation Structure 1.52 15.21 4 Organisation Climate 2.40 17.2% 9 
CATEGORY VII: CATEGORY VIII: 
Environmental Factors 2.82 47. Oir 6 Environmental Factors 2.56 43.0% 6 
CATEGORY IX: CATEGORY IX: 
Interpersonal Conflict Interpersonal Conflict 
with Employees 3.12 52.0% 6 with Employees 3.68 61.491 6 
Given that component similarity for both scales was high, we saw no reason for not 
combining the two scales, in an attempt to produce a product measure of job-stress for this 
population. 
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8.0 COMPONENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
PRODUCT JOB STRESS MEASURE 
After combining the item scores of the Time- & Bothered-Scales, a series of PCA was 
performed for each of the 8 categories of items (see chapter 7.0). This was again 
necessary, given the large number of items (137), and the small number of subjects (91). 
Category IV (Role Conflict and Ambiguity) however, was abandon from the analysis, 
since the components proved once again, impossible to define. 
For each category, components with eigenvalues greater than or equal to one were 
considered in conjunction with the scree or discontinuity test. Component loadings were 
set at ±. 40, and each component was described using Child's (1970) tactic of examining 
loadings in descending order. The component structure for each of the categories will 
now be examined: 
8.1 CATEGORY I: 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test revealed a single component (Table 8.1.1), 
which seems to best describe "Career Opportunities". The eigenvalue for this component 
equalled 2.39 and accounted for 59.8% of the variance. All 4 items were found to be 
salient and appear to be related to the difficulties in the promotion process. 
TABLE 8.1.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY I: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES LOADINGS 
Difficulties in gaining promotion. . 85 
Inequalities in the promotion process. . 84 
Lack of continuous assessment/ appraisal necessary for promotion. . 79 
Being unfairly appraised/ assessed. . 58 
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8.2 CATEGORY II: 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS 
For this category, a single component was extracted (Table 8.2.1), which seems to best 
describe "Job Characteristics". The eigenvalue for this component equalled 4.38 and 
accounted for 40% of the variance. Only 11 items out of 13 were found to be salient and 
retained for this component. 
TABLE 8.2.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY II: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
I. JOB CHARACTERISTICS LOADINGS 
Lack of opportunity to use personal initiative or discretion 
in carrying out the work. . 83 
Having "no say" about scheduling my work. . 69 
Not being left alone withou supervision to do the work. . 67 
Lack of feelings of accomplishment. . 67 
Lack of opportunity in the job to use several different skills 
and talents. . 63 
Having to do the same thing everyday. . 61 
Having to wait for a superior to deal with a query 
when it is not necessary. . 
58 
The job not being seen by the public as dignified. . 57 
Having to work for long streches without any "feedback" 
on how well or badly work is going. . 56 The public regarding other jobs as more important to society. . 56 Being constantly interrupted by superiors. . 51 
Items with the highest loadings in this component appear to be related to "lack of 
autonomy". This seems to indicate that of all the four core job dimensions in the Job 
Characteristics model proposed by Hackman and colleagues, "lack of autonomy" is 
perceived as the most potential job stressor by this sample of retail personnel. Present in 
this component are also items that relate to "futility", "lack of job/task variety", "lack of 
job significance", and one item on "lack of job/task feedback". 
8.3 CATEGORY III: WORKLOAD 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.3.1), which seems to best describe "Work-Overload/Underload". The eigenvalue for 
this component equalled 5.03 and explained 38.7% of the variance. Only 13 items out 
of 20 were found to be salient and retained. 
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Present in this component, appears to be items that relate to both Quantitative and 
Qualitative overload and underload, respectively. 
TABLE 8.3.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY III: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
I. WORK-OVERLOAD/UNDERLOAD 
Having to do extra work due to lack of staff. 
Work getting increasingly more demanding with the company. 
Having too much work to do in a given time. 
Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees. 
Having to lift heavy loads. 
Lack of time to maintain the expected high standards of 
orderliness and cleanliness. 
LOADINGS 
Having to come in early in the morning to catch up with the work. 
Having to work after working hours without pay. 
Having to spend time training staff that lack the proper training. 
Having to work on the till for longer than three hours. 
Having to work Saturdays. 
Having too little responsibility in the job. 
Having to work longer hours during holiday seasons. 
81 
80 
76 
72 
70 
. 69 
. 57 
. 53 
. 52 
. 52 
. 45 
. 41 
. 40 
8.4 CATEGORY V: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
CUSTOMERS AND COLLEAGUES 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.4.1), which seems to best describe "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers and 
Colleagues". The eigenvalue for this component equalled 6.23 and explained 44.5 % of 
the variance. Only 14, out of 16 items were found to be salient and retained. 
The majority of the items, and in particular those exhibiting the highest loadings appear 
to be related to "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers". This seems to indicate that 
for this retail sample the relationship with customers are perceived as potential more 
stressful than their relationship with colleagues. 
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TABLE 8.4.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY V: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE(N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH CUSTOMERS & COLLEAGUES LOADINGS 
Dealing with intimidating/threatening/rude/forceful customers. . 83 
Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer and not being thanked. . 81 
Being made to feel inferior by a customer. . 80 
Being demanded to help by a customer instead of being asked for it. . 77 
Being blamed by customers for not having the stock they wanted. . 76 
Having a disagreement with a customer first thing in the morning. . 71 
Being expected by a customer to know everything about the products. . 70 
Coping with other duties as well as helping customers during 
busy periods. . 65 
Being asked by customers who come in everyday where things are. . 60 
Having to keep tyding after customers. . 55 
Lack of respect between staff. . 54 
Seeing the staff divided into little social groups 
who rarely interact. . 
52 
Having to deal with customers exchanges and vouchers. . 46 
Having to take orders from sales assistants. . 44 
8.5 CATEGORY VI: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
(BEHAVIOUR & ATTITUDES) SUPERIORS 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.5.1), which seems to best describe "Interpersonal Realtionship with Superiors". The 
eigenvalue for this component equalled 17.34, and explained 51 % of the variance. All 
34 items were found to be salient and to exhibit significant high loadings. 
Items in this component appear to be related in particularly, to the perceived authoritarian 
attitudes and behaviour of superiors. 
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TABLE 8.5.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VII: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N =91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH SUPERIORS LOADINGS 
Being unable to disagree with superiors in case of retribution. . 83 
Being given unsatisfactory explanations for management decisions. . 
82 
Lack of respect from superiors. . 
81 
Superiors taking the opportunity to "tell off sales assistants" 
when management are around. . 81 
Being sanctioned/blacklisted for disagreeing with the appraisal. . 81 
Difficulties arising out of management being too strict. . 
80 
Unreasonal restrictions on behaviuor by management. . 
80 
Management creating rules to suit themselves. . 78 
Lack of encouragement or incentives to work harder. . 78 
Lack of communication between management and sales assistants. . 77 
Management main interest being the profits not the satff. . 
77 
Being treated badly or spoken to in a bad way by superiors. . 77 
Lack of support from superiors. . 77 
Superiors being unapproachable. . 76 
Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". . 76 
Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work. . 75 
Favouritism by superiors towards certain individuals. . 
75 
Management "talking down" at sales assistants. . 74 
Being "kept under watch". . 74 
Having the rules constantly changed. . 70 
Lack of exemplary behaviour by superiors. . 
70 
Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by superiors 
for being absent from work. . 
68 
Being intimidated or threatened by superiors. . 68 
Management only consulting supervisors not sales assistants. . 
68 
Lack of understanding of staff needs by superiors. . 67 
Being obliged to work either fewer or extra hours 
when asked by superiors. . 
64 
Superiors failing to explain the job properly. . 63 
Lack of useful and effective communication meeting. . 63 
Having to adjust to new assistant personnel management. . 57 
Being given things to do at very short notice by superiors. . 56 
Difficulties arising due to lack of trust. . 55 
Being given a bad appraisal by superiors 
on the basis of staff attitudes. . 55 
Managemnt dumping too much work on supervisors. . 53 
Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job. . 47 
8.6 CATEGORY VII: 
ORGANISATION STRUCTURE & CLIMATE 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.6.1), which seems to best describe "Organisational Structure and Climate". The 
eigenvalue for this component equalled 3.46, and explained 38.8% of the variance. 
However, only 9 out of 18 items were found to be salient and retained. 
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Items present in this component appear to be related to "lack of consideration and 
support", "inequitable rewards", and "lack of opportunity to interact with other co- 
workers". 
TABLE 8.6.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VII: 
PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
I. ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE & CLIMATE 
Lack of loyalty in the store. 
Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong. 
Lack of opportunity to know most of the staff in the store 
and develop frienships. 
Lack of opportunity in the job to help colleagues. 
Having to work with disagreeable colleagues. 
Unequal pay policies. 
Working for weeks without seeing friends made at work. 
Treating temporary staff different from other staff. 
Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often than F-T staff. 
8.7 CATEGORY VIII: 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 
. 71 
. 
69 
. 64 
. 64 
. 63 
. 62 
. 57 
. 55 
. 54 
For this category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.7.1), which seems to best describe "Environmental Factors". The eigenvalue for this 
component equalled 2.48, and explained 41.3 % of the variance. Five out of 6 items were 
found to be salient and retained. 
TABLE 8.7.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY VIII: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
I. ENVIRONEMNTAL FACTORS LOADINGS 
Having to work in a noisy department. . 71 
Having to work in a crowded department. . 71 
Having to work with very bright lights in the store. . 69 
Having to work without a proper air conditioner. . 66 Having to work in a dry and dusty environment. . 46 
8.8 CATEGORY IX: 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH SUBORDINATES 
For this last category, the PCA and the scree test also revealed a single component (Table 
8.8.1), which seems to best describe "Interpersonal Relationships with Subordinates". 
LOADINGS 
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The eigenvalue for this component equalled 3.58, and explained 59.7 % of the variance. 
All 6 items were found to be salient and retained. 
TABLE 8.8.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR CATEGORY IX: PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE (N=91) 
I. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH SUBORDINATES LOADINGS 
Trying to keep patience when training. . 
84 
Dealing with sales assistants work complaints. . 84 Dealing with sales assistants personal grievances. . 80 Having to train staff. . 73 Providing a sales assistants with an answer to their problems. . 73 Having an argument with sales assistants. . 67 
8.9 SUMMARY 
Overall, the results of the PCA reveal that for the product job stress measure, a single 
component was extracted for each of the 8 categories, and 96 potential job-specific 
stressful situations were found to be salient and retained, out of the original 137. 
The eight components or sources of perceived job stress for this pilot sample of sales 
assistants and supervisors that emerged after combining the intensity (Bothered-scale) and 
frequency (Time-scale) ratings for each individual, were the following: 
1. CAREER OPPORTUNITIES (4 items, explained 60% of the data variance); 
2. JOB CHARACTERISTICS (13 items, explained 40% of the data variance); 
3. WORK-OVERLOAD/UNDERLOAD 
(13 items, explained 39% of the data variance); 
4. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH CUSTOMERS 
AND COLLEAGUES 
(14 items, explained 44.5 % of the data variance); 
5. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH SUPERIORS 
(34 items, explained 51 % of the data variance); 
6. ORGANISATION STRUCTURE AND CLIMATE 
(9 items, explained 39% of the data variance); 
7. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 
(5 items, explained 41.3 % of the data variance); and 
8. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
SUBORDINATES (6 items, explained 60% of the data variance). 
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With a cut of ±. 40 for inclusion of a variable in interpretation of a component, 4 out of 
4 items loaded on the single component for category I; 11 out of 13 items loaded on the 
single component for category II; 13 out of 20 items loaded on the single component for 
category III; 14 out of 16 items loaded on the single component for category V; 34 out 
of 34 items loaded on the single component for category VI; 9 out of 18 items loaded on 
the single component for category VII; 5 out of 6 items loaded on the single component 
for category VIII; and 6 ou of 6 items loaded on the single component for category IX. 
Although, the PCA was abandoned for category IV: Role Conflict and Ambiguity (due to 
the difficulty in finding appropriate definitions for the variables), five of the items in this 
category exhibited significant high loadings and were retained to be reviewed again in the 
following job-specific stress questionnaire. These items were: 
1. Being contradicted by supervisors/superiors regarding company policies 
(e. g. when dealing with customers, etc. ). 
2. One superior/supervisor says "to do one thing" and another says "to do 
another". 
3. Feelings of insecurity in the job. 
4. Working long hours meaning being too tired to enjoy non-working life. 
5. The family/ or partner not really understanding the demands the job 
makes. 
Thus, with these additional five items, a total of 101 job-specific stressful situations were 
selected as the main Job-specific Stress measure, to be distributed to a larger population 
of sales assistants and supervisors, in the second part of this quantitative study. 
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9.0 COMPONENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
JOB STRESS MANIFESTATION MEASURE 
The component structure of the job stress manifestation measure was obtained by 
subjecting section three of the pilot questionnaire to a PCA. Section three of the pilot 
questionnaire comprised 35 items on job-related stress manifestations, previously reported 
by the retail personnel in the qualitative phase of this study. A total of 91 subjects 
responded to this section by indicating on a 5-point scale (Never to Always), the extent 
each item best described how they felt under stressful situations at work. 
The PCA and the scree test, revealed a single component, which perhaps due to the 
variety of items, seems to overall, be best described as "Job Stress Manifestations" (Table 
9.1). 
The eigenvalue for this single component equalled 11.73 and accounted for 36.7% of the 
total variance. With component loadings set at ±. 40,32 items out of 35 were found to 
be salient. 
Item loading ranged from . 77 to . 42. Items with the highest loadings appear to be related 
to "negative mood states" (eg., wishing to leave the job, unable to relax or enjoy social 
activities, anxious, depressed, helpless), whereas items with the lowest loadings seem to 
be related to psychosomatic complaints (eg., muscle and stomach pains). The item with 
the highest loading for this component could also perhaps be described as a cognitive 
emotion-focused coping response (i. e. Escapism). However, this item was described by 
the subjects as an improbable coping strategy, and perceived instead as a negative 
response, expressing job dissatisfaction to the stressful encounters in the workplace. It 
was decided therefore, to include this item with the other items in this category, also 
perceived as job-related stress manifestions. 
Thus, it seem reasonable to conclude from these analysis, that "wishing to leave the job", 
an expression of job dissatisfaction with perceive stressors at work, followed by inability 
to relax and over-sensibility, to be perhaps the commonest job-stress manifestations. 
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TABLE 9.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR THE JOB STRESS MANIFESTATION MEASURE (N=91) 
JOB STRESS MANIFESTATION LOADINGS 
When you are under pressure do you ever feel.... 
Like leaving the job 
. 77 Unable to relax 
. 75 Unable to enjoy social life 
. 74 Over-sensitive 
. 71 Like crying 
. 69 Depressed 
. 68 Angry 
. 68 Tense 
. 66 Upset/ or Annoyed 
. 66 Unable to get up in the morning 
. 66 Agitated 
. 66 Unable to perform well/ prone to mistakes/ forgetful . 64 Anxious 
. 64 Like you have lost pride in your job 
. 63 Tired/ Fatigued/ Exhausted 
. 63 Helpless 
. 
62 
Lack of achievement . 61 Unable to sleep or stay a sleep 
. 61 That you take your frustations out on relatives/ friends 
. 61 Frustated 
. 59 Like getting drunk or having a drink 
. 54 Muscle pains 
. 54 Worried 
. 53 Unable to talk about it 
. 53 Stomach pains 
. 52 More hungry or thirsty 
. 49 Bothered by nightmares 
. 47 Dissatisfied 
. 47 More vulnerable to illnesses 
. 46 Isolated 
. 46 Like throwing something 
. 42 Unable to eat 
. 42 
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10.0 COMPONENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
COPING MEASURE 
The component structure of the coping measure was obtained by subjecting section four 
of the pilot study to a PCA. Section four of the pilot questionnaire comprised 27 coping 
items previously reported in the qualitative phase. A total of 91 sales assistants and 
supervisors responded to this section of the questionnaire by indicating in a 5-point scale 
(Never to Always), the extent each coping item best described the way they dealt with 
work stress. 
The PCA and the scree test revealed a single component, which appears to best describe 
"Escape-Avoidance Coping" (Table 10.1). The eigenvalue for this single component 
equalled 3.05, and accounted for only 27.8% of the variance. Only 9 out of 27 coping 
items were found to be salient. 
Based on Folkman and Lazarus (1988a, b, c) and Carver et al (1989) categorisation of 
coping strategies, the following four aspects of coping appear to be represented in this 
component: First, there are behavioural efforts to change or escape the situation 
altogether, by "looking for another job"; secondly, there are behavioural efforts to escape 
or avoid the situation, by "taking medication, eating and drinking more frequently"; 
thirdly, there are efforts at "ventilate the emotions" (eg., crying, screaming, sarcasm), 
described by Carver et al (1989) as "a tendency to focus on whatever distress or upset one 
is experiencing and to ventilate those feelings". Some of these items can also be described 
as aggressive efforts to manage the situation (ie. confrontive coping); finally, the last item 
on this component (ie. "ignoring the situation") could also be described as either cognitive 
or behavioural avoidance. 
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TABLE 10.1 
ONE-COMPONENT FOR THE COPING STRATEGY MEASURE (N=91) 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE COPING 
Looking for another job 
Taking an aspirin 
Drink a cup of coffee/ tea/ coke/ or eat more frequently 
Crying 
Screaming it out 
Being sarcastic 
Taking a tranquilliser or other medication 
Going home and having a stiff drink 
ianorina the situation 
LOADINGS 
. 
70 
. 
65 
. 62 
. 
57 
. 53 
. 49 
. 
48 
. 
47 
. 41 
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11.0 COMPONENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
MACL MEASURE 
The component structure of the MACL was obtained by subjecting section five of the pilot 
questionnaire, which comprised of the Mood Adjective Check List (MACL), an 
"inventory for the measurement of self-reported stress and arousal", devised by Mackay, 
Cox, Burrows & Lazzerini (1978), to a PCA. 
The MACL consisted of two bipolar factors or components labelled by Mackay et al 
(1978), as "Stress" and "Arousal". The stress factor is a combination of two monopolar 
factors "high activation" and "general deactivation". The arousal factor corresponds to 
a combination of two monopolar factors "general activation" and "deactivation sleep", 
originally devised by Thayer (1967). The authors however, found two bipolar rather than 
monopolar factors emerged even when an asymmetrical scale (i. e. one with more 
acceptance than rejection categories) was employed. 
According to Mackay et al (1978), the two factors supported Meddis' (1969) hypothesis 
of two basic concepts of mood: "hedonic tone", perhaps reflecting a general sense of well 
being; and "vigour", a physiological concept of arousal. Thus, they argue that "the stress 
factor can be envisaged as an internal response to the perceived favourability of the 
external environment", and that "the arousal factor can be seen as a representation of 
ongoing autonomic and somatic activity". 
Mackay et al (1978) point out that the two factors are differentially sensitive to a variety 
of environmental, task and drug effects. They found a significant increase in self-reported 
"stress" and a significant decrease in self-reported "arousal" after a prelonged and 
monotonous repetitive task. They cited Burrows, Cox & Simpson (1977) study of a real- 
life stress situation, where they found that an intensive sales-training course produced 
large changes in the stress scores as well as significant correlations between both factors 
and physiological measurements taken. 
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In this study, a PCA was performed independently on both Stress and Arousal items of 
the MACL to examine the stability of the factor or component structure. Components or 
factors were extracted using a Varimax rotation and then, those components with eigen 
values greater or equal to one were considered in conjunction with the scree or 
discontinuity test. Component loadings were set at ±. 40, loadings below this were 
omitted. 
For Mackays' Stress Factor, the scree test revealed two components explaining 62.2 % of 
the total variance. Eigen values equalled 9.02 and 2.79, and accounted for 47.5 % and 
14.7 % of the variance, respectively. 
Table 11.1, describes both Stress and Non-Stress Adjective components using Child's 
(1970) tactic of examining loadings in descending order. 
The first component comprised 11 items which seems to best describe "Stress Adjectives", 
and which appear to be the same as the items with positive loadings in Mackays' Stress 
factor. The second component, comprising 8 items, which seem to best describe "Non- 
stress adjectives", and which appear to be the same as the items with negative loadings 
in Mackays' Stress factor. 
TABLE 11.1 
TWO-COMPONENTS FOR THE STRESS ADJECTIVES ON THE MACL (N=91) 
STRESS ADJECTIVES LOADINGS NON-STRESS ADJECTIVES LOADINGS 
(GENERAL DEACTIVATION) 
Distressed . 80 
Uneasy . 77 
Bothered . 77 
Up-tight . 76 Jittery . 76 
Nervous . 75 
Tense . 72 
Fearful -. 72 
Worried . 71 
Dejected . 71 
ADnrehensive . 63 
Relaxed 
. 82 Peaceful . 79 Pleasant . 79 Contented 
. 79 Calm . 78 
Restful . 78 Comfortable . 71 Cheerful . 69 
For Mackay's et al Arousal factor, the scree test revealed two components or factors, 
accounting for 62.1 % of the total variance. Eigen values equalled 5.86 and 3.44, and 
accounted for 39.1 % and 23 % of the variance respectively. 
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The first component comprised 8 items, which seems to best describe "Arousal 
Adjectives", and which appears to be the same as the items with positive loadings in 
Mackay's et al Arousal factor. The second component comprised 7 items, which seems 
to best describe "Non-Arousal Adjectives", and which appear to be the same as the items 
with negative loadings in Mackays' et al Arousal factor. 
Table 11.2, describes both arousal and non-arousal adjective components using Child's 
(1970) tactic of examining loadings in descending order. 
TABLE 11.2 
TWO-COMPONENTS FOR THE AROUSAL ADJECTIVES ON THE MACL (91) 
AROUSAL ADJECTIVES 
(GENERAL ACTIVATION) 
LOADINGS NON-AROUSAL ADJECTIVES 
(DEACTIVATION SLEEP) 
LOADINGS 
Activated . 
86 Somnolent 
. 
85 
Vigorous . 84 Sleepy . 84 
Energetic . 84 Drowsy . 83 
Lively . 83 Sluggish . 76 
Stimulated . 80 Tired . 68 
Active . 75 Passive . 66 
Aroused . 69 Idle . 65 
Alert . 68 
The results of our two PCA on the MACL appear to be consistent first, with the two 
monopolar factors of the Stress factor (i. e. high activation & general deactivation) and 
with the two monopolar factors of the Arousal factor (i. e. general activation & 
deactivation sleep), originally devised by Thayer (1967). Secondly, the two Stress factors 
and the two Arousal factors could also be considered bipolar, since they appear unrelated 
or denote opposites to the same concept or mood state. Finally, it seems likely therefore 
that if a PCA was performed on both Stress and Arousal bipolar factors as defined by 
Mackay et al, the same bipolar factors would have emerged. 
In the next chapter the reliability of these concepts will be examined. 
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12.0 PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF 
THE PILOT MEASURES 
Reliability coefficient estimates using Cronbach's coefficient alpha, were evaluated by 
examining the internal consistency of each component-item for the: (1) Time-scale; (2) 
Bothered-scale; (3) Product Job Stress scale; (4) Job Stress Manifestation scale; (5) 
Coping Strategies scale; and (6) MACL-bipolar concepts. 
Job Stress Scales 
Table 12.2, displays the alpha coefficients, means, standard deviations and number of 
items for each component on the three job stress scales. Examination of the internal 
consistencies revealed acceptable alpha coefficients (alpha > . 70), for the components in 
both Bothered and Product scales, but low to moderate reliability coefficients for four 
components on the Time-scale (ie. Work-Underload, Organisational Structure, 
Organisational Climate & Lack of Job Significance, respectively). Overall, these results 
seems to suggest highly reliable component-items. 
Job Stress Manifestations, Coping Strategies & MACL 
Table 12.1, displays the alpha coefficients, means, standard deviations and number of 
items for the job stress manifestation component, the coping strategies component and the 
stress and arousal bipolar components, respectively. 
TABLE 12.1 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE JOB STRESS MANIFESTATION SCALE, 
COPING STRATEGIES SCALE & MACL SCALES (N=91) 
COMPONENT SCALES: No of 
ALPHA MEAN STDIV ITEMS 
JOB STRESS MANIFESTATIONS . 94 76.20 19.50 32 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE . 65 21.65 4.62 9 
MACL 
STRESS & NON-STRESS ADJECTIVES . 92 58.30 11.65 19 
AROUSAL & NON-AROUSAL ADJECTIVES . 88 36.47 9.97 15 
The results revealed that, except for the moderately low alpha coefficient found for the 
coping component, both the job-related stress manifestation component and the two bipolar 
stress and arousal components, were found to be highly reliable. 
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TABLE 12.2 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE THREE JOB STRESS SCALES (N=91) 
TIME-SCALE/ COMPONENTS: No of 
ALPHA MEAN STDIV ITEMS 
Career Opportunities . 73 8.43 3.47 4 
Lack of Autonomy . 78 12.82 4.10 
5 
Lack of Job Significance/Futility . 67 11.25 3.31 4 
Repetitiveness/Lack of Skill Variety . 73 5.96 2.11 2 
Work-Overload (Qualitative & Quantitative) . 85 20.37 5.58 7 
Work-Overload (Nature of Job) . 70 14.42 4.40 
6 
Work-Underload (Qualitative) . 58 16.06 4.21 6 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers & Colleagues . 88 42.80 9.66 14 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors . 96 80.82 25.59 32 
Organisational Climate . 67 15.45 4.49 6 
Organisational Structure . 66 8.98 2.69 4 
Environmental Factors . 73 14.16 4.90 6 
Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates . 88 10.75 4.93 6 
BOTHERED-SCALE/ COMPONENTS: 
Career Opportunities . 78 7.66 3.62 4 
Lack of Autonomy . 82 17.10 5.61 7 
Lack of Skill Variety/Repetitiveness . 86 5.02 2.21 2 
Lack of Job Significance . 90 4.62 2.59 2 
Work-Overload (Qualitative & Quantitative) . 87 10.60 5.78 6 
Work-Overload (Nature of Job)/ & 
Work-Underload (Qualitative) . 76 22.81 7.32 10 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers . 91 27.22 9.90 11 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors . 
97 76.58 31.57 34 
Organisational Structure . 76 11.48 4.22 5 
Organisational Climate . 80 18.38 6.13 9 
Environmental Factors . 73 14.16 4.90 6 
Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates . 88 10.75 4.93 6 
PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE/ COMPONENTS: 
Career Opportunities . 76 20.48 17.10 4 
Job Characteristics . 84 84.57 41.34 11 
Work-Overload . 85 96.69 50.87 13 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers & Colleagues . 90 107.92 53.80 14 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors . 97 222.12 148.94 34 
Organisational Structure & Climate . 79 50.85 27.62 9 
Environemntal Factors . 71 47.75 25.46 5 
Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates . 85 30.32 16.83 6 
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13.0 CORRELATES OF JOB STRESS: 
DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 
In order to establish what the job stress measure does not measure (Discriminant validity) 
the Product Job Stress scale, the Time-scale, Bothered-scale and the eight sub-components 
of the Product-scale were correlated with the Job Stress Manifestation, Escape-Avoidance 
Coping, and the bipolar Stress and Arousal components. Table 13.1, displays the results 
of these correlations with their respective number of cases. 
TABLE 13.1 
PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX - DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY (No of cases) 
JOB STRESS VARIABLES: OTHER VARIABLES: 
STRESMAN ESCA-AVOI STRESS AROUSAL 
PRODUCT-SCALE . 60*** . 50*** . 26** . 17* (89) (89) (91) (91) 
TIME SCALE . 
59*** 
. 
50*** 
. 
15 
. 
07 
(89) (89) (91) (91) 
BOTHERED-SCALE . 54*** . 46*** . 26** . 15 (89) (89) (91) (91) 
PRODUCT/SUB-SCALES: 
CAREER OPPORTUNITIES . 20* . 13 . 09 . 08 (86) (86) (88) (88) 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS . 51*** . 31** . 12 . 00 (85) (85) (86) (86) 
WORK-OVERLOAD . 55*** . 46*** . 20* . 08 (67) (68) (68) (68) 
INTERP. REL. WITH CUSTOMERS & COLLEAGUES . 52*** . 49*** . 22* . 14 (79) (79) (80) (80) 
INTERP. RELATIONSHIPS WITH SUPERIORS . 50*** . 44*** . 36*** . 24** (89) (89) (91) (91) 
ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE & CLIMATE . 44*** . 35*** . 27** . 19* (80) (81) (81) (81) 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS . 57*** . 36*** . 07 . 04 (89) (89) (91) (91) 
INTERP. REL. WITH SUBORDINATES . 22 . 
47** . 19 . 12 
(29) (29) (29) (29) 
-P . . 05; 
'*P z . 01; "**P z . 001 
The result of this analysis revealed that the Product job stress measure, and both the Time 
and Bothered scale measures, correlated highly with both Job Stress Manifestations and 
Escape-Avoidance Coping, as expected. Thus, this appears to suggest that intense and/or 
frequent perceive job-stressors or their product are associated with increases in job-related 
stress manifestations reported and the use of more cognitive and/or behavioural escape- 
avoidance coping strategies. A smaller but also highly significant correlation was found 
between the Product job-stress measure, Intensity/Bothered-scale and an increase Stressful- 
mood. However, the Time-scale was not found to correlate with either Stress or Arousal 
mood. This may suggest that unlike the intensity of the stressor the frequency of the 
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stressor is not associated with stress or arousal mood states for this population. This 
seems consistent with previous research that has also shown that increases in the intensity 
of a stressor is associated with increase changes in stress mood scores (eg., Burrows, Cox 
& Simpson, 1977). A small, but significant association was found between Arousal and 
product job-stress measure for this population. This may also indicate that increases in 
Arousal mood are only associated with job-stressors when these are perceived as both 
high in intensity and frequency. 
The Job-related Stress Manifestations component was found to correlate highly with all 
the product sub-components, except with Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates, 
and a small but significant association was also found with Career Opportunities. Escape- 
Avoidance Coping was also found to correlate highly with all Product sub-components, 
but perhaps as expected not with the job stressor related to Career Opportunies. 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors was found to correlate highly with Mood Stress 
Adjectives and a more moderate correlation was also found between this job stressor and 
Mood Arousal Adjectives. Organisational Structure and Climate was also found to have 
a moderate correlation with the Mood Stress Adjectives and a smaller but significant 
correlation with Mood Arousal Adjectives. This may indicate that, most stressful 
situations related to these two job stressors are perceived as both intense and frequent. 
Work-overload and Interpersonal Relationship with Customers and Colleagues were the 
only other two job stressors that were found to have a small but significant correlation 
with Mood Stress Adjectives. This also suggests that some of the events related to the 
former job stressors are perceived as probably more intense than other job-related stressful 
events. 
Overall, the results appear to indicate that the correlations found with the job stress 
variables and the other variables were in the predicted direction. 
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14.0 DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 
A discriminant function analysis (DA) was performed on several variables of the pilot 
study with the desire to statistically distinguish between sales assistants and supervisors 
and measure the characteristics on which the two groups differ. In other words, we 
wished to discriminate between the two groups to see whether we could find a single 
dimension along which sales assistants and supervisors are differentially clustered. 
To determine which items were most efficient in discriminating between sales assistants 
and supervisors, a step-wise DA was employed to eliminate the less useful items before 
performing the actual analysis. The Wilks' Lambda method was employed as the stepwise 
criterion (Tabachnik & Fidell, 1989). As there are only two groups being discriminated 
only one function is extracted. 
Thus, several step-wise discriminant function analysis were performed in this study using 
11 major variables as predictors of membership in two-groups. The predictors were: 
First, all items for each category (7) of the Product Job Stress scale (i. e. Career 
Opportunities, Job Characteristics, Workload, Interpersonal Relationship with Customers 
& Colleagues, Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors, Organisational Structure & 
Climate and Environmental Factors). Stress related to Interpersonal Relationship with 
Subordinates was excluded, since only supervisors were requested to respond to these 
items; Secondly, all items of the Job-related Stress Manifestations measure; Thirdly, all 
items of the Coping Strategy measure; Fourthly, and finally all items of the MACL (Stress 
and Mood adjectives). 
For interpretation purposes, the items were ranked in terms of their relative discriminatory 
power, based on the absolute sizes of their function loadings. Thus, signs do not affect 
the ranking, they indicate simply a positive or negative relationship with sales assistants 
or supervisors. Furthermore, unstandardized loadings instead of unstandardized weights 
were employed, since loadings are considered somewhat more valid than the weights as 
a means of interpreting the discriminant power of independent variables due to scale 
invariance (Hair et al., 1987). 
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14.1 PRODUCT JOB STRESS SCALE 
(i) Stress related to Career Opportunities: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 3 out of the 4 original 
stress items related to Career Opportunities were retained (i. e. Lack of continuous 
assessment/ appraisal necessary for promotion; Inequalities in the promotion process; and 
Difficulties in gaining promotion). With a significant Chi-square (9.6903, p=. 002), a 
single function emerged, which appears to best describe "Promotion Opportunities". 
Table 14.1.1, displays the 3 stress items with their respective loadings in descending 
order, which were found to be the most efficient discriminators between sales assistants 
and supervisors. The table also indicates that these three stress items produced a high 
degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (. 8865872) and the canonical 
correlation (. 3367682), for this single discriminant function. 
TABLE 14.1.1 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF CAREER OPPORTUNITY VARIABLES 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES LOADINGS 
Lack of continuous assessment/ 
appraisal necessary for promotion. 
Inequalities in the promotion process. 
Difficulties in gaining promotion. 
1.00 
. 55 
. 54 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
-. 21876 
. 57067 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 89 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =1) 
9.69 
P . 002 
CANONICAL r . 
34 
Although, all three items with respect to Promotion Opportunities are significant 
discriminators, the first item clearly exhibits the highest loading, and is probably the best 
discriminator. However, according to their item total group mean (5.65,5.14 & 4.65, 
respectively), they all seem to discriminate about equally. The mean scores for 
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supervisors on the first (8.83), second (6.65) and third (6.04) items, were greater than 
those for sales assistants (4.43,4.57 & 4.12, respectively). This seems to suggest that 
supervisors perceive more job stress related to Promotion Opportunities than sales 
assistants. 
With supervisors group centroids being significantly different (. 57067) from sales 
assistants (-. 21876), along the discriminant function axis, further suggests that supervisors 
significant discriminate from sales assistants on the above items relating to Promotion 
Opportunities, on the category dealing with Career Opportunities. The percentage of 
group cases correctly classified was also found to be relatively high and equalled 73.86 %. 
(ü) Stress related to Job Characteristics: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 4 out of the original 
11 variables were retained (i. e. Lack of feelings of accomplishment; Having "no say" 
about scheduling my work; Being constantly interrupted by superiors; Having to wait for 
a superior to deal with a query when it is not necessary). With a significant Chi-Square 
(16.421, p=. 002), a single function emerged, which appears to best describe "Lack of 
Autonomy". 
Table 14.1.2, display the items which make up this function with their respective loadings 
in descending order, and which were found to be the most efficient discriminators between 
sales assistants and supervisors. The table also indicates that the items for this single 
discriminant function produced a high degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilks' 
Lambda (. 8185229) and the canonical correlation (. 4260013). 
Although, all three items with respect to Lack of Autonomy were significant 
discriminators, the first item on this function has clearly the highest loading. Even though 
there is not much difference between the first item (8.02) and the last two items (6.15 & 
5.28, respectively), according to the total group means, the first item is perhaps a better 
discriminator than the other two items. The mean scores for sales assistants for all items 
(9.28,6.69 & 5.79, respectively) was found to be higher than that for supervisors (4.36, 
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4.59 & 3.77). This seems to suggest as expected, that sales assistants perceive more job 
stress due to Lack of Autonomy than supervisors. 
With sales assistants group centroids (. 27284) being significantly different from 
supervisors (-. 79371) along the discriminant function axis, further suggests that the two 
groups discriminate on the above items relating to Lack of Autonomy on the category 
dealing with Job Characteristics. The percentage of group cases correctly classified was 
found to be moderately high and equalled 63.22%. 
TABLE 14.1.2 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF JOB CHARACTERISTICS VARIABLES 
LACK OF AUTONOMY LOADINGS 
Having to wait for a superior to deal with a query 
when it is not necessary. 
Having "no say" about scheduling my work. 
Not being left alone without supervision to do the job. 
. 
82 
. 36 
. 31 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
. 27284 
-. 79371 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 82 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =4) 
16.42 
p . 002 
CANONICAL r . 43 
(üi) Stress related to Workload: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 7 out of the original 
13 variables were retained (i. e. Having too much work to do in a given time; Having to 
spend time training staff that lack the proper training; Having to work long hours during 
holiday seasons; Having to work after working hours without pay; Having to work on the 
till for longer than three hours; Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees; 
Having too little responsibility on the job. ). With a significant Chi-Square (21.035, 
p=. 004), a single function emerged, which appears to best describe "Job Constraints". 
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Table 14.1.3, displays the items which make up this function, with their respective 
loadings in descending order, and which were found to be the most efficient discriminators 
between sales assistants and supervisors. The table also indicates that the items for this 
discriminant function produced a high degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilks' 
Lambda (. 7142279) and the canonical correlation (. 5345765). 
TABLE 14.1.3 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF WORKLOAD VARIABLES 
JOB CONSTRAINTS LOADINGS 
Having to work on the till for longer than 3 hours. 
Having too little responsibility on the job. 
Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other colleagues. 
. 65 
. 40 
. 37 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
. 273776 
-1.41857 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 71 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =7) 
21.03 
P . 004 
CANONICAL r . 53 
Although, all three items which make up this function were significant discriminators, 
except perhaps for the first item, the remaining two exhibit moderate to low loadings. 
This is not surprising, given that only sales assistants work on the till, and have overall 
less responsibilities and less autonomy than supervisors. Moreover, according to their 
total mean scores (8,09,7.57 & 7.19, respectively), all items seem to discriminate 
between the two groups about equally. The mean score for sales assistants on the first 
(9.26) second (8.28) and third items (7.79), were found to be significantly higher than the 
mean scores for supervisors (2.00,3.91 & 4.09, respectively). This seems to suggest that 
sales assistants reported more job stress with respect to the above items than supervisors. 
With sales assistants group centroids being significantly different (. 27376) from 
supervisors (-1.41857), along the discriminant function axis, further suggests that the two 
groups significantly discriminate on the above items of the category dealing with 
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Workload. The percentage of group cases correctly classified was also found to be very 
high and equalled 85.71 %. 
(iv) Stress related to Interpersonal Relationship with Customers & Colleagues: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 8 out of the original 
10 variables were retained (i. e. Dealing with intimidating/ threatening/ rude/ or forceful 
customers; Being made to feel inferior by a customer; Having to keep tidying up after 
customers; Coping with other duties as well as helping customers during busy periods; 
Having a disagreement with a customer first thing in the morning: being asked by 
customers who come in everyday where things are; Seeing company staff divided into 
little social groups who rarely interact; Having to take orders from sales assistants. ). 
With a highly significant Chi-Square (28.64, p=. 0004), a single function emerged, which 
appears to best describe "Belittlement". 
Table 14.1.4, display the two items which make up this function, with their respective 
item loadings in descending order, and which were found to be the most efficient 
discriminators between sales assistants and supervisors. The table also indicates that the 
items for this single discriminant function produced a high degree of separation as 
indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (. 6790378) and the canonical correlation (. 5665352). 
TABLE 14.1.4 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
CUSTOMERS AND COLLEAGUES VARIABLES 
BELITTLEMENT LOADINGS 
Having to take orders from sales assistants. 
Being made to feel inferior by a customer. 
. 41 
. 
26 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
. 40501 
-1.13789 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 68 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =8) 
28.64 
P . 000 
CANONICAL r . 57 
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Although, both items in this function were found to be significant discriminators, they 
both exhibit low loadings, in particular the second item. However, according to their total 
group mean scores (3.69 & 9.24, respectively), the first item appears to predict the 
smallest separation. The mean scores for sales assistants for both items, however, were 
found to be higher (4.42 & 9.94, respectively) than for supervisors (1.62 & 7.24, 
respectively). This seems to suggest that sales assistants reported more job stress with 
respect to these items than supervisors. 
With sales assistants group centroids being significantly different (. 40501) from 
supervisors (-1.13789), along the discriminant function axis, further suggest that sales 
assistants significantly discriminate from supervisors on the above two items on the 
category dealing with Interpersonal Relationship with Customers and Colleagues. The 
percentage of grouped cases correctly classified was also found to be relatively high and 
equalled 75-90%. 
(v) Stress related with Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and superiors, 13 out of the original 
34 items were retained (i. e. Superiors being unapproachable; Lack of understanding of 
staff needs by superiors; Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by superiors for being 
absent from work; Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work; Being treated by 
superiors like a "school-girl/boy"; Difficulties arising due to lack of trust; Difficulties 
arising out of management being too strict; Lack of communication between management 
and sales assistants; Being sanctioned or blacklisted for disagreeing with the appraisal; 
Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job; Superiors taking the 
opportunity "to tell off" sales assistants when management are around; Being unable to 
disagree with a superior in case of retribution; Management damping too much work on 
supervisors. ). With a highly significant Chi-Square (44.658, p=. 0000), a single function 
emerged, which appears to best describe "Authoritarian attitude of Superiors". 
Table 14.1.5, displays the three items which were found to be the most efficient 
discriminators, and which make up this function, with their respective item loadings in 
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descending order. The table also indicates that the items that make up this function 
produced a high degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (. 4566640) 
and the canonical correlation (. 7391454). 
TABLE 14.1.5 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF THE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH 
SUPERIORS VARIABLES 
AUTHORITARIAN ATTITUDE OF SUPERIORS LOADINGS 
Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job. 
Having to adjust to a new Assistant Personnel Manager. 
Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". 
. 22 
. 21 
-. 20 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
-. 59175 
1.97249 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 45 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =13) 
44.66 
P . 000 
CANONICAL r . 74 
Although, all the above three items that make up this function are significant 
discriminators, they all exhibit significantly low loadings. According to their total group 
mean scores, item three and four (7.95 & 5.88, respectively) appear to discriminate the 
most, whereas item one (2.48) appears to discriminate the least. The group mean score 
for sales assistants on the third item (8.90) was found to be higher than for supervisors 
(4.80), but on the first (2.16) and the second item (5.54), sales assistants mean scores 
were found to be lower than for supervisors (3.53 & 7.00, respectively). This seems to 
suggest that sales assistants discriminate from supervisors, on the above items that seem 
to best describe "Authoritarian Attitude of Superiors", of the stress category related to 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 
With supervisors group centroid being significantly different (1.97249) from sales 
assistants (-. 59175), along the discriminant function axis, further suggests a significant 
discrimination between sales assistants and supervisors on the items that make up this 
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function. The percentage of cases correctly classified was also found to be very high and 
equalled 90.79%. 
(vi) Stress related to Organisational Structure & Climate: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 2 out of the original 
9 items were retained (i. e. Unequal pay policies of the company; and Having Part-Time 
staff "pushed around" more often than Full-Time staff. ). However, the Chi-Square was 
not found to be significant (3.770, p> . 
05). This seems to therefore suggest, that sales 
assistants and supervisors do not discriminate on the stress items of the category related 
to Organisational Structure & Climate. 
(vii) Stress related to Environmental Factors: 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 2 out of the original 
5 items were retained (i. e. Having to work with very bright lights in the store; and 
Having to work in a noisy department. ). However, the Chi-Square was also found to be 
non-significant for this category of items (2.681, p> . 05). This also seems to suggest 
that sales assistants and supervisors do not discriminate on the stress items of this category 
that seems to be related to Environmental Factors. 
14.2 JOB-RELATED 
STRESS MANIFESTATIONS 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors on the items related 
to Job Stress Manifestations, 11 out of the original 35 items were retained (i. e. Upset or 
Annoyed; Anxious; Over-sensitive; Lack of Achievement; Unable to talk about it; 
Bothered by nightmares; Unable to eat; Take frustrations out on relatives; Headaches; 
Muscle Pain; Like crying. ). With a highly significant Chi-Square (29.832, p=. 002), a 
single function emerged, which seems to best describe "Negative Emotions". 
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Table 14.2.1, displays the items which were found to be the most efficient discriminators 
between sales assistants and supervisors, and which make up this function, with their 
respective loadings in descending order. The table also indicates that the items for this 
single discriminant function produced a high degree of separation as indicated by the final 
Wilks' Lambda (. 6934736) and the canonical correlation (. 5536482). 
TABLE 14.2.1 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF JOB STRESS MANIFESTATIONS VARIABLES 
I 
NEGATIVE EMOTIONS LOADINGS 
Lack of achievement. . 29 
Anxious. . 26 
Crying. -. 25 
Upset/ or Annoyed. -. 24 
Bothered by nightmares. . 21 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants -. 39942 
Supervisors 1.08177 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 69 
CHI-SQUARE 29.83 
(d. f. =11) 
P . 
002 
CANONICALr . 55 
Although, all the above items are significant discriminators, they all seem to exhibit 
significantly low loadings. Moreover, all items seem to discriminate about equally and 
with quite low values, according to their total mean scores. (2.71,2.67,2.24,2.89 & 
1.55, respectively), with the fourth item discriminating slightly higher than all the other 
items and the last item the least. The mean score for sales assistants being also, slightly 
higher on item four (2.97) and three (2.37) than for supervisors (2.67 & 1.92, 
respectively). Supervisors mean scores were also slightly higher for item one (3.04), two 
(2.96) and five (1.75), than for sales assistants (2.58,2.57 & 1.48, respectively). This 
seems to suggest that sales assistants and supervisors significantly discriminate on the 
items above which appear to best describe Negative Emotions. 
With supervisors group centroids being significantly different (1.08177) from sales 
assistants (-. 39942), along the discriminant function axis, further suggest a separation 
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between sales assistants and supervisors on the above items that make up this function. 
The percentage of group cases correctly classified was also found to be relatively high and 
equalled 77.53 %. 
14.3 COPING STRATEGY SCALE 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors on the items related 
to Coping Strategies, 9 out of the original 27 items were retained (i. e. Joking or Laughing 
about it; Trying to solve the problem; Getting involved deeper in the work; Thinking 
about the difficulties of not having a job; Taking some time off work to go somewhere 
to relax; Asking superiors for another position; Drawing a line between work and home 
problems; Screaming it out; Use informal relaxation techniques). With a highly 
significant Chi-Square (30.237, p=. 0004), a single function emerged, which seems to best 
describe both "Problem & Emotion focused coping". 
Table 14.3.1, displays the items which were found to be the most efficient discriminators 
between sales assistants and supervisors, and which make up this function, with their 
respective loadings in descending order. 
TABLE 14.3.1 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF COPING STRATEGY VARIABLES 
PROBLEM & EMOTION FOCUSED COPING LOADINGS 
Trying to solve the problem. . 51 
Drawing a line between work and home problems. . 
38 
Talking to superiors. . 32 
Screaming it out. . 32 
Thinking about the difficulties of not having a job. -. 28 
Asking superiors for another job. -. 26 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants -. 40574 
Supervisors 1.08196 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 
69 
CHI-SQUARE 30.24 
(d. f. =9) 
P . 
000 
CANONICAL r . 56 11 
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The above table also indicates that the items for this single discriminant function produced 
a high degree of separation as indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (. 6900363). 
Although, all the items that make up this function are significant discriminators, the first 
item clearly exhibits the highest loading, and hence appears to discriminate the most. 
Item one also exhibits the highest total mean score (3.73), followed by item two (3.23), 
three (2.74), five (2.43, four (1.83, with the last item having the lowest total mean score 
(1.63). Sales assistants exhibit a slightly higher mean score on the last two items (2.58 
& 1.72, respectively) than supervisors (2.04 & 1.42, respectively). Supervisors however, 
exhibited a slightly higher mean score on the first four items (4.12,3.71,3.00 & 2.17, 
respectively) than sales assistants (3.57,3.05,2.64 & 1.70, respectively). This seems to 
suggest that supervisors employ more direct methods or Problem solving strategies to cope 
with job stressors than sales assistants. However, this may be a function of their role 
within the organisation rather than a preferred coping strategy. On the other hand, sales 
assistants employ more indirect or Emotion focused coping strategies to cope with job 
stressors, than supervisors. 
With supervisors group centroids being significantly different (1.08196) from sales 
assistants (-. 40574), along the discriminant function axis, further suggests a separation 
between sales assistants and supervisors on the items that make up this function. The 
percentage of group cases correctly classified was found to be relatively high and equalled 
72.22%. 
14.4 MACL: STRESS vs NON-STRESS 
MOOD ADJECTIVES 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors on the Stress & Non- 
Stress Mood Adjective items of the MACL, 4 out of the original 19 items were retained 
(i. e. Worried, Nervous, Fearful and Contented). With a significant Chi-Squared (13.378, 
p=. 01), a single function emerged, which appears to best describe Stress Adjectives 
related to "Apprehensive Mood". 
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Table 14.4.1, displays the items which were found to be the most efficient discriminators 
between sales assistants and supervisors, and which make up this function, with their 
respective loadings in descending order. The table also indicates that the items for this 
single discriminant function produced a moderate but significant degree of separation as 
indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (. 8494640) and the canonical correlation (. 3879897). 
TABLE 14.4.1 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF STRESS MOOD ADJECTIVE VARIABLES 
APPREHENSIVE MOOD LOADINGS 
Fearful 
Nervous 
Jittery 
Distressed 
. 62 
. 60 
. 48 
. 
35 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
. 25885 
-. 66870 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 85 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =4) 
13.38 
P . 010 
CANONICAL r . 39 
Although, all the above items are significant discriminators, the first two items clearly 
exhibit the highest loadings. All items, however, seem to discriminate about equally, 
according to their total mean item scores, with item two, four and three (. 90, . 79 and . 77, 
respectively) discriminating the most and item one the least (. 75). The mean scores for 
sales assistants on all the items were found to be higher (. 86,1.00, . 86 and . 84, 
respectively) than supervisors (. 00, . 45 & . 59, respectively). This seems to suggest that 
sales assistants report a higher Apprehensive Mood than supervisors. 
With sales assistants group centroids (. 25885) being significantly different from 
supervisors (-. 66870), along the discriminant function axis, further suggest a separation 
between sales assistants and supervisors with respect to the above items on this function. 
The percentage of group cases correctly classified was found to be moderately and 
equalled 69-23%. 
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14.5 MACL: AROUSAL vs NON-MOOD 
AROUSAL ADJECTIVES 
To maximally discriminate between sales assistants and supervisors, 3 out of the original 
15 items were retained (i. e. Energetic, Lively and Somnolent). With a small but 
significant Chi-Square (9.2067, p=. 03), a single function emerged, that seems to best 
describe "Arousal Adjectives" related to a "Vivacious Mood". 
Table 14.5.1, displays the items which make up this function, and which were found to 
be the most efficient discriminators between sales assistants and supervisors, with their 
respective loadings in descending order. The table also indicates that the items for this 
single discriminant function produced a small but significant degree of separation as 
indicated by the final Wilks' Lambda (0.8979143) and the canonical correlation 
(. 3195085). 
TABLE 14.5.1 
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION OF AROUSAL MOOD ADJECTIVE VARIABLES 
VIVACIOUS MOOD LOADINGS 
Lively 
Energetic 
Active 
. 86 
. 85 
. 74 
GROUP CENTROIDS 
Sales Assistants 
Supervisors 
. 19680 
-. 56473 
WILK'S LAMBDA . 90 
CHI-SQUARE 
(d. f. =3) 
9.21 
p . 027 
CANONICAL r . 32 
All the above items seem to exhibit significantly high loadings and according to their total 
group mean scores, to discriminate about equally (2.41,2.30 & 2.23, respectively). The 
mean score for sales assistants (2.59,2.48 & 2.38, respectively) were found to be 
significantly higher than for supervisors (1.91,1.78 & 1.82, respectively). This seems 
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to suggest that sales assistants reported a higher Arousal related to a Vivacious Mood than 
supervisors. 
With sales assistants group centroids (. 19680) being significantly different from 
supervisors (-. 56473), along the discriminant function axis, further suggests a separation 
between sales assistants and supervisors predicted by the above function. The percentage 
of group cases correctly classified was found to be moderate and equalled 64.44%. 
14.6 SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 
In sum, a profile of the group characteristics indicated that it was possible to discriminate 
between sales assistants and supervisors on several items on five sub-components of the 
Product Job Stress measure, Job-related Stress Manifestations, Coping Strategies and on 
the Mood Adjective Check List. However, it was not possible to separate the groups on 
the components related to Organisational Structure and Climate, and Environmental 
Factors. The discriminant analysis on coping strategies and job related-stress 
manifestations also revealed that supervisors employed more problem-solving coping 
strategies than sales assistants. They also reported more negative emotions (e. g., lack of 
achievement, anxiety and nightmares) than sales assistants. On the other hand, at the time 
of completing the questionnaire sales assistants reported a higher degree of Stress and 
Arousal Mood related to Apprehension and Vivacity than supervisors. 
Overall, given that sales assistants and supervisors discriminate on a significant number 
of items on almost all measures, it was decided that it would be better to investigate the 
two groups separately in the subsequent quantitative study. However, these results should 
be interpreted with caution given the small sample size. 
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15.0 DISCUSSION: PILOT STUDY 
In an attempt to identify the specific nature of stressful situations at work, associated 
coping strategies, and the job-related stress manifestations for a retail population, a 
methodology reflecting the transactional nature of the stress process was employed. In 
addition, a measure with relatively novel features was developed. Several issues emerged 
from the analysis of the pilot study. 
The results of the exploratory PCA employed to explore the structure of the different 
components revealed new stressor constructs which perhaps better describe sources of 
stress for this retail population than previously established constructs (eg., Rizzo's et al. 
1970, role conflict and ambiguity). Thus, the value of previously established occupational 
stress constructs may lie, as Dewe (1985) suggested, in their ability to explain rather than 
define stressors. That is, role conflict and ambiguity appear to be dependent on the 
source of the conflict. For example, for this retail sample, role expectations best 
describing conflict appear to be embedded in constructs such as Interpersonal Relations/ 
Conflicts with Superiors, Customers, Colleagues and Organization. Job/ task ambiguities/ 
uncertainties in the workplace or "lack of information concerning the proper definition of 
the job" (Kahn et al., 1964), may be dependent on the lack of support, effective 
communication, training provided by the Organisation or the Interpersonal Relationships 
within the organisation. 
Although, separate PCA were performed for each category of stressors previously 
established in the qualitative analysis, this procedure nevertheless revealed the 
multidimensional nature of several work stressors (eg., workload), both in the frequency 
and intensity measures. In the product scale the multidimensional nature of each work 
stressor was also apparent within each component. Dewe (1985) argues that "treating role 
stressors as one-dimensional obscures the real nature of the stressor (that) an individual 
experiences in the job". This argument seems to be consistent with our findings in the 
discriminant analysis, since they reveal the importance of treating stressors as 
multidimensional. That is, the results showed that sales assistants and supervisors 
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experienced different types of stressors, just as they may report different levels of stress 
for the same stressor. 
The results of the qualitative and pilot study also raises the issue of the role of demand 
in stress at work, traditionally employed to describe work stressors themselves (Dewe, 
1991a). In an attempt to be consistent with the transactional view of stress in this study, 
the meaning individuals give to events was explored throughout. 
Another argument put forward in this study is that: the inconsistent findings and 
difficulties in replicating studies, reported by current articles and reviews on previous 
research in occupational stress, which either employ "objectively defined measures" (ie. 
based on research interpretations rather than on repondents evaluations or perceptions), 
or on "subjectively defined measures" (eg., based on role-theory approaches), may be due 
to the fact that traditional approaches failed to examine the determinants of the constructs 
of stress across populations. Although, self-report techniques employed in this study are 
not without limitations (eg., social desirability, memory errors, etc. ), they provided the 
means of identifying stressful situations at work from an individual perspective, which is 
more consistent with current interaction and transactional theories of stress, rather than 
on a priori basis. 
The results of the pilot study also raised the issue of the role of frequency and intensity 
scores, and the product of these, as mechanisms for considering the nature of different 
stressors, commonly associated with the appraisal of stressful events. Traditional 
measures of work stress tend to rely on scales that instruct individuals to indicate whether 
they agree or disagree that an event was present in their work (Dewe, 1991a). The 
presence of an event is then assumed to indicate that the event is stressful. This has been 
argued by several researchers to be an oversimplification in measuring work stressors 
(eg., Payne et al. 1982; De Frank, 1988; Newton, 1989; Dewe, 1991a), just as rating 
scales that conceptualize work stress as being related to demand, may imply demand 
rather than measure it (Glowsinkowski & Cooper, 1985). More recently researchers have 
rated the amount of stress associated with each stressor (eg., Cooper et al's., 1988 
Occupational Stressor Indicator for managers), others have devised open-ended questions 
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to measure work demands and its meaning (Dewe, 1985), or have examined the frequency 
of stressors, in an attempt to measure the kinds of stressors encountered in different 
settings (Dewe, 1988). Still others have incorporated several rating scales (intensity/ 
demand, frequency, duration), but except for Dewe (1991a) have ended up examining 
them separately (eg., Van Der Ploeg et al., 1986). 
As already discussed in the introduction, a number of researchers have pointed out that 
the methods employed to rate events is also a product of how stressors are defined. 
According to the more contemporary definitions of stress, the individual evaluates stressful 
events in terms of demands, and also in terms of other stress dimensions such as 
frequency and duration (DeFrank, 1988; Dewe, 1991a). In order to produce a more valid 
and reliable measure of work stress that distinguishes between the occurrence of an event 
and its impact, and in order to explore the relationship liwtten work stress and coping, 
job-related manifestations and two bipolar mood adjectives, both intensity and frequency 
components were examined. In addition, "a product method" was employed, which 
consisted of combining the two dimensions of stress, in support of the notion that they 
may interact to increase the impact on the relationship between stressor and stress. 
Previous research on occupational stress by Van Der Ploeg et al. (1986), using a global 
measure of occupational stress (Spielberger's Job Stress Survey), found in a predominantly 
male Dutch executive and management sample, that job stressors were rated as either high 
in intensity or high in frequency, and several high-intensity stressors were also frequently 
experienced. Overall, they reported finding 10 job stressors most frequently encountered, 
and 10 job stressors rated as most intense. In addition, they also found high levels of job 
stress intensity and frequency to be related to job dissatisfaction, but lower correlations 
were found between high levels of intensity and frequency and stress-related symptoms 
(anxiety, depression and psychosomatic tendencies). Our PCA results were not consistent 
with Van Der Ploeg et al. study, in that we found similar components for both intensity 
and frequency measures of job stress. Moreover, except for three components in the 
frequency/ time-scale, all components for all three scales, were found to be highly 
reliable. Finally, all three measures of stress (product, frequency & intensity, 
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respectively) correlated highly with both job-related manifestations and the coping strategy 
reported by this retail sample. 
Perhaps the major difference between the two studies is that Van Der Ploeg et al., 
employed a "global" or theoretically-based measure to investigate intensity and frequency 
of stressors, instead of a "specific" measure for investigating sources of stress as 
employed in this study. As such, it is not surprising that different job stressors were 
identified for both high intensity (non-job-specific) and high frequency (job-specific) 
measures. As pointed out by previous studies, global measures may provide a level of 
communality across studies (Dougherty & Pritchard, 1985), but because they have been 
designed by labelling of stressful events on a priori basis, they might not be useful for 
identifying specific work stressors (Jackson & Schuler, 1985) and may appear at times 
removed from actual work experiences (Shirom, 1988). 
More recently, consistent with the transactional view of stress, Dewe (1991a) investigated 
the impact of frequency, duration and demand on the relationship between several work- 
role stressors and "tension". He found that all three dimensions of stress for different 
stressors significantly and incrementally contributed to the variance explained on tension, 
and that in general demand had the greatest relative effect. However, a significant 
interaction between these three dimensions on tension was only found for one stressor. 
He concluded that these dimensions are conceptually different since they have significantly 
different effects on the stressor-tension relationship. This pilot study also supports the 
notion that intensity and frequency at least, are conceptually different. 
More specifically, our results suggest that while intensity/ bothered is associated with 
increase in stressful mood, frequency/ time is not. Moreover, these results are also 
consistent with other studies that have shown that intensive stressful situations are 
associated with increase changes in self-reported mood stress (eg., Mackay et al, 1978; 
Burrows, Cox & Simpson, 1977). However, only when both frequency and intensity 
measures were combined (product), was a small but significant association found with 
self-reported arousal mood. Similar results were observed for two sub-components of the 
product measure. The significant associations between Interpersonal Relationship with 
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Superiors and Organizational Structure and Climate stressors, with increases in self- 
reported stress and arousal mood, may also suggest that there could be different 
detrimental effects by different stress dimensions. However, this cannot be established 
with a correlation study. 
The different "causal" patterns derived by a combination of different stress dimensions has 
been at least recognized if not researched (Dewe, 1991a). For example, Van Der Ploeg 
et al (1986) reported Lazarus as saying that "frequently experienced low-intensity stressors 
may have more detrimental effects than a high-intensity stressor that is rarely experienced, 
and stressors that are high in both frequency and intensity would seem to have the most 
adverse effects". Dewe (1991a) also reports that other researchers when discussing 
frequency point to the need to make the distinction between occurrence of events and their 
impact, perhaps by combining different measures, to support the notion that there is some 
interaction between them. 
In addition, Dewe (1991a) also interprets the different levels of demand, frequency and 
duration as reflecting the differences in the nature of work stressors in terms of chronic 
versus acute. Using the same approach, it would be reasonable to assume that stressors 
high on intensity would be considered as reflecting an acute state, whereas stressors high 
on frequency would reflect a chronic state. Thus, stressors related to Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors and Organizational Structure and Climate probably reflect 
acute recurrent states, since these stressors appear to be high on both intensity and 
frequency. However, stressors related to Work-overload, and Interpersonal Relationship 
with Customers and Colleagues may reflect acute states since they appear to be high in 
intensity and low in frequency. Finally, stressors related to Career Opportunities, Job 
characteristics, Environmental Factors and Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates 
may reflect a chronic states, since more than all the other stressors, they appear to be high 
in frequency and low in intensity. This seems to be supported by the fact that neither of 
these former job stressors correlated with the bipolar mood adjectives. 
However, it should be appreciated that for the product method of scoring, the assumption 
that was made for the equality in weights, for both intensity and frequency for the same 
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job stressor, may not hold. That is, chronicity could mean very high frequency and very 
low intensity (eg., a score of 5x1= 5), or it could also mean, very low frequency and 
high intensity (ie., a score of 1x5= 5), such as in acute stress. 
Given the above point, it may be unnecessary to make this assumption for the main job 
stress questionnaire. That is, if the group that is being assessed is homogeneous in terms 
of the types of events that occur in the job, then it should be possible to get a reasonable 
estimate of stress just by looking at the intensity of these events. 
For the second part of the quantitative study a product measure was not considered, 
instead only the intensity method was employed. In addition, given that sales assistants 
and supervisors appear to differentiate in a number of variables, it was decided to 
investigate them separately in the following study. Coping strategies and job-related stress 
manifestations will be discussed in the general discussion (chapter 23). 
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QUANTITATIVE STUDY: 
PART II 
THE MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE 
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16.0 METHODOLOGY 
16.1 QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 
The third and final phase of this study involved the development of a second quantitative 
measure. In total, the measure itself comprised six "sub-questionnaires". It was 
recognised that such a comprehensive instrument would certainly be perceived as too long 
and time-consuming by the respondents. It was therefore decided to reduce the work-load 
by permutating the six sub-questionnaires, such that each respondent was required to 
complete only four of the possible six. Permutating sections in this way produced six 
survey questionnaires, each of shorter length. Table 16.1.1 displays the arrangement of 
the questionnaires with their respective respondent numbers and percentages for each 
questionnaire. 
TABLE 16.1.1 
QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN WITH NUMBER & PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS 
Q/As 1 2 3 4 5 6 ROW 
TOTAL 
Sect. 1 DEMOGRAPH DEMOGRAPH DEMOGRAPH DEMOGRAPH DEMOGRAPH DEMOGRAPH 
Sect. 2 MJSQ MJSQ MJSQ MJSQ MJSQ MJSQ 
Sect. 3 JSS JSS JSS WCS WCS EPQ-R 
Sect. 4 WCS EPQ-R PH/JS EPQ-R PH/JS PH/JS 
SA 159 
(76.1%) 
109 
(65.3%) 
148 
(80.4%) 
133 
(78.2%) 
139 
(71.1%) 
139 
(76.8%) 
827 
(75.5%) 
SUP 50 
(23.9%) 
58 
(34.7%) 
36 
(19.6%) 
37 
(21.8%) 
46 
(24.9%) 
42 
(23.2%) 
269 
(24.5%) 
MISSING 
OBSV. 
0 0 1 0 0 2 3 
COL. 
TOTAL 
209 
(19.1%) 
167 
(15.2%) 
184 
(16.8%) 
170 
(15.5°%) 
185 
(16.9%) 
181 
(16.5%) 
1096 
DEMOGRAPH " Demographic v sables; 
MJSQ " Main Job Stress Questionnaire; JsS " Spielberger's Job stress survey; EPQ-R Eyseock's short-scale, a sell 
rslon of the Psychot, c, sa scale; MC9 " Fol kmin L Lizarus Nays of Coping Scale; PH/J9 " Psychosomatic Health questionnaire, alcohol & cigarette 
Gumption i Job 3aCisfactlon, adapted 
from Davldeo n'9 L Cooper study -stress i the Woman Manager 9A Sales Assistants; SOP - 
supervisors. Missing 
ohserva[lons re re due Co lncomplece 
data. 
The first two sections of each survey questionnaire were the same for all the six 
questionnaires. Section one comprised 23 personal and job demographic measures; and 
section two, comprised 101 potential job-related stressful items, derived from the product 
measure of the pilot questionnaire. However, the remaining two sections differed for each 
of the six questionnaire in the survey. 
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Thus, by dividing the questionnaire in this way, we were able to reduce the size of the 
questionnaire, and include several other measures. A brief description of the measures 
is provided in the following section. 
16.2 MEASURES 
It can be seen from Table 16.1.1 that four sections were utilised and permutated to 
provide the survey questionnaire. Section one to two comprised the following measures: 
Section I: (1) Job & Personal Demographics; 
Section II: (2) Job-specific stress measure; 
Section three however, comprised one of the following three measures: 
Section III (Q/As 1 to 3): (3) Spielberger's Job Stress Survey 
Section III (Q/As 4& 6): (4) Eysenck's EPQ-R 
Section III (Q/A 5): (5) Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scale 
Section four, comprised the following measures: 
Section IV (Q/As 1& 4): (5) Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scales 
Section IV (Q/A 2): (4) Eysenck's EPQ-R 
Section IV (Q/As 3,5 & 6, comprised the following three measures: 
(6) Job Satisfaction 
(7) Psychosomatic Health 
(8) Alcohol & Cigarette consumption 
A brief description of the eight measures follows: 
(1) Personal & Job Demographics 
The first section of each questionnaire consisted of items concerning the repondents' job 
(13) and personal (10) demographic details. 
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(2) Job-Specific Stress Questionnaire 
The second section of each questionnaire consisted of 101 job-related stressful situations, 
derived from eight factors of the product measure of the pilot study (see chapter 8.0), and 
from five more items of a previous category of items (Role Conflict & Ambiguity) 
identified in the qualitative phase. These were then incorporated into the survey 
questionnaire, to form the main job stress questionnaire, with the aim to: a) identify and 
compare the specific nature of those situations which sales assistants and supervisors found 
stressful at work; and b) examine their relationship with other dimensions. 
Assuming that this retail sample is homogeneous to the pilot sample in terms of types of 
events that occur in the job, then it should be possible to obtain a reasonable estimate of 
work stress, just by looking at the intensity of these events. Thus, respondents were 
asked to indicate "how bothered" each situation had made them feel "in the last few 
months" on a 5-point Likert scale, by circling a number from 1 (Not at all bothered) to 
5 (Extremely bothered). By bothered we meant that the situation made them feel worried/ 
anxious/ upset/ stressed. The first 95 of the 101 items were events related to both sales 
assistants and supervisors, the remaining six items were only related to a supervisors' job, 
and only supervisors were requested to answer these. 
(3) Spielberger's Job Stress Survey (JSS) 
The JSS was developed in the USA from the Florida Police Stress Survey (PSS), which 
evaluated the intensity and frequency of occurrence of 60 specific stressors encountered 
by the law enforcement officers (Spielberger et al. 1981), and the teachers stress survey 
(TSS), which comprised PSS items judge to be applicable to teachers, plus new items 
more specifically related to teacher stress (Grier, 1982). According to Turnage and 
Spielberger (1991), the 30 job-related stressful items selected for the JSS, from the PSS 
and TSS, "describe stressors likely to be encountered in a wide range of occupations. 
Given that the JSS had been previously shown by Spielberger and colleagues to be a valid 
measure of job stress in several American occupations, it was incorporated into the survey 
questionnaire as a global measure of job stress. In addition, the JSS reliability and 
validity were examined in this English retail sample. 
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Each 30 stressful job-related events of the JSS were rated on two scales. The first scale, 
measured the "amount of stress" (how much), from 1 to 5, associated with the each job- 
related stressful event as compared to a standard, which was given a job-stress rating of 
"3". The standard stressor, "Assignment of disagreeable duties" was selected by 
Spielberger and colleagues, on the basis of consistent ratings of this stressor as average, 
found in previous research by persons engaged on a variety of occupations (Grier, 1982; 
Spielberger et al., 1991). According to Turnage and Spielberger (1991) "Intensity ratings 
greater or less than "3" indicated that a particular stressor is considered more or less 
stressful than the standard". Although, in the JSS the intensity of the stressor is rated on 
a 9-point scale, due to the low education level of this sample, it was thought that it might 
be easier for respondents to rate perceive intensity or amount, on a 5-point Likert scale 
(ie. "Amount of stress" = 1-low, 3-moderate, 5-high). 
After completing the JSS stress-intensity ratings, repondents were asked to complete a 
second scale. The second scale, had to do with the same 30 stressful job-related events, 
but the respondents were asked to rate the frequency of their occurrence, on a 9-point 
scale, by indicating the approximate number of days during the past six months on which 
they had personally experienced the event (0-never occurred to 9 or more days). In 
addition to the above, respondents were asked to list, on a separate section of the JSS 
questionnaire, stressful job-related events that had not been included in the JSS. Hence 
were unique to them and therefore were not applicable to all working situations. For each 
additional stressful item listed the respondents were also asked to rate the average amount 
of perceived stress on a 5-point scale and the frequency of occurrence on a0 to 9+ - 
point scale, indicating the number of days it occurred in the past six months. 
In addition to the intensity and frequency scores obtained for each item, an individual 
product score was also obtained (see chapter 19.0). 
(4) Eysenck's EPQ¢R 
The short revised version of the Eysenck's psychoticism scale (EPQ-R) (Eysenck, Eysenck 
& Barrett, 1985), was employed to investigate possible relationships with other measures 
in the study. The Neuroticism measure in particular, was examined as a possible 
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interactive variable, affecting the relationship between job-stressors and psychosomatic 
health and/or between job-stressors and job satisfaction. 
The EPQ-R comprised of 48-item questions, 12 items for each four scales: Psychoticism, 
Extraversion, Neuroticism & Lie. Respondents were asked to circle a YES or NO answer 
to each item-question. In order to compute a single scale score for each four scales, 
responses by each subject to the items that comprised each scale were summated. 
(5) Folkman & Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scale (WCS) 
Folkman & Lazarus' (1988c) revised 67-item Ways of Coping Scale, identifies two forms 
of Problem-focused coping and six forms of Emotion-focused coping, listing a broad range 
of cognitive and behavioural strategies that people employ to manage the demands of 
specific stressful encounters. The WCS was employed to identify sales assistants' and 
supervisors' "coping styles" with the job-related stressors. Given that the questionnaire 
was only administered to the respondents on only one occasion, it does not purport to 
measure "actual coping processes" as ways with dealing with stressful job-related events. 
Of the two Problem-focused strategies identified by the WCS, one is Confrontive and 
Interpersonal Coping (6-items), and the second is identified as Planful Problem Solving 
(6-items). The Emotion-focused coping strategies identified included: Distancing (6- 
items), exercising Self-control over the expression of feelings (7-items), Seeking Social 
Support (6-items), Accepting Responsibility or blame (4-items), Escape-Avoidance (8- 
items), and Positive Reappraisal (7-items). Factor analysis by other researchers are 
reported by Folkman & Lazarus (1988c) to have produced similar patterns. Folkman & 
Lazarus define these 8 coping strategies in the following way: 
Confrontive Coping: "describes aggressive efforts to alter the situation and 
suggests some degree of hostility and risk taking" 
Distancing: "describes cognitive efforts to detach oneself and to minimize 
the significance of the situation" 
Self-Controlling: "describes efforts to regulate one's feelings and actions" 
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Seeking Social Support: "describes efforts to seek informational support, 
tangible support, and emotional support" 
Accepting Responsibility: "acknowledges one's own role in the problem 
with a concomitant theme of trying to put things right" 
Escape-Avoidance: "describes wishful thinking and behavioural efforts to 
escape or avoid the problem. Items on this scale contrast with those on the 
Distancing scale, which suggests detachment" 
Planful Problem Solving: "describes deliberate problem focused efforts to 
alter the situation, coupled with analytic approach to solving the problem" 
Positive Reappraisal: "describes efforts to create positive meaning by 
focusing on personal growth. It also has a religious dimension" 
Subjects responded to each item on a 4-point Likert scale, indicating the frequency with 
each strategy is used: 0 indicated "does not apply/or not used", 1 indicated "used 
somewhat", 2 indicated "used quite a bit", 3 indicated "used a lot", and 4 indicated "used 
a great deal". To provide a summary of the extent to each type of coping was used, raw 
scores equalled the sum of the subject's responses to the items that comprised a given 
scale. In addition, the raw score for each form of functional coping (problem- & emotion- 
focused) equalled the sum of the subject's response to the items that form each scale. 
(6) Job Satisfaction 
Adapted from Davidson & Cooper's (1983) study on "Stress & the Woman Manager" 
consisted of two items on Job Satisfaction, and was included in this study as a job-related 
outcome measure. This measure had originally been extracted by Davidson & Cooper 
from the Job Satisfaction Scale, used in numerous stress research studies (eg. Caplan, et 
al 1975; Cooper & Melhuish, 1980). Respondents were asked to indicate which of the 
following two statements best described how they felt about their present job, using a 5- 
point Likert scale, from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree): I feel fairly well 
satisfied with my present job "; "I find real enjoyment in my work". In order to compute 
a single job satisfaction score, individual scores were summated for the two job 
satisfaction items. 
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(7) Psychosomatic Health 
Also from Davidson & Cooper's (1983) study we adapted the Marshall & Cooper's (1979) 
modified version of the Gurin Psychosomatic System List (Gurin, Veroff & Field, 1960) 
measure of Psychosomatic Health, which comprised of 24 symptoms. This measure was 
also included in the study as a job-related stress outcome measure. Respondents were 
asked to rate each symptom into one of five categories (Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often 
or Always), based on their behaviour over the previous three months. A total health score 
was calculated by adding the subject's responses to the 24-items that comprised the 
psychosomatic Health measure. This overall score according to Davidson & Cooper could 
range from 25 (extremely good health) to 107 (extremely bad health). 
(8) Alcohol & Cigarette Consumption 
Three more question items were adapted from Davidson & Cooper's (1983) study, in 
order to obtain details regarding respondent's alcohol consumption and cigarette-smoking 
habits. These items were originally adapted by Davidson & Cooper, from those used in 
the Henley Executive Health Questionnaire (Cooper & Melhuish, 1980). The alcohol and 
cigarette consumption measures were also employed in this study as an outcome measure, 
to assess the degree to which respondents adopted negative stress-induced coping 
strategies. Respondents were asked: "Over the past year, which of the following best 
describes your typical drinking habits? " (One drink is a single whisky, gin or brandy; a 
glass of wine, sherry or port; or half a pint of beer). Drinking habit categories ranged 
from teetotal; an occasional drink; several drinks a week, but not every day; regularly, 
one or two drinks a day; or regularly, three to six drinks a day. With respect to smoking, 
respondents were first asked if they had ever smoked, had given up smoking or were 
currently smoking. For those who were currently smoking, they were then asked to state 
the number of average cigarettes smoked a day from seven quantity categories, ranging 
from none to five a day, to 40-plus a day. 
Appendix IV, consists of the final six self-administering questionnaires, which 
incorporates all the measures we have discussed in this chapter. 
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16.3 PROCEDURE 
The packages of 2000 questionnaires were delivered to the Health Services main office 
of the retail company, to be distributed to stores and administered to sales assistants and 
supervisors, by the store management. 
Each store was first approached by the Health Services of the retail company, with a 
request letter explaining the purpose of the study. With the aim to reflect a wide 
geographical area, a random selection of 61 small (20), medium (17) and large (24) retail 
stores was obtained throughout the U. K., from the following 6 store divisions: (1) 
Ireland, Scotland and extreme North of England; (2) Pennines; (3) Central of England; 
(4) Home County-South of Thames; (5) Wales and South West of England; (6) Home 
County-North of Thames. Of these 61 stores that volunteered to participate in the study, 
only 57 responded to the questionnaire (ie. 1=Large; 2=Medium; 1=Small, did not 
respond). A total of 200 questionnaires were sent to Small (10 questionnaires per store) 
stores, 680 to Medium (40 questionnaires per store) stores and 1200 to Large (50 
questionnaires per stores) stores. 
A total of 1099 subjects responded to the questionnaire survey. Of these 60.5 % 
responded from large stores, 27% from medium stores, and 12.5% from small stores. 
With 19% of these responses coming from retail stores in Ireland, Scotland and extreme 
North of England; 24% from stores in the Pennines region; 18% from stores in Central 
of England; 12% from stores in Home County South of England; 17% from stores in 
Wales and South West of England; and 10% from stores in the Home County North 
Thames. 
Responses from large, medium and small stores ranged from 195 (19%) for questionnaire 
one to 153 (15 %) for questionnaire four. Similarly, responses from all geographical 
regions ranged from 207 (19%) for questionnaire one to 164 (15 %) for questionnaire four. 
Table 16.3.1 displays subject responses for the 6 types of questionnaires by size of store, 
and Table 16.3.2 displays subject responses for the six types of questionnaire by store 
division. 
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TABLE 16.3.1 
RESPONSE RATE (%) OF QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE BY STORE SIZE 
Q/As LARGE MEDIUM SMALL ROW TOTAL 
1 123 50 22 195(19.4%) 
2 91 41 22 154(15.3%) 
3 100 43 26 169(16.8%) 
4 83 47 23 153(15.2%) 
5 106 45 17 168(16.7%) 
6 104 45 16 165(16.4%) 
COL. 607 271 126 1004 
TOTAL (60.5%) (27.0%) (12.5%) 
MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 95 
TABLE 16.3.2 
RESPONSE RATE (%) OF QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE BY STORE DIVISION 
Q/As ST. DIV. 
1 
ST. DIV. 
2 
ST. DIV. 
3 
ST. DIV. 
4 
ST. DIV. 
5 
ST. DIV. 
6 
ROW 
TOTAL 
1 45 43 31 46 23 19 207(19%) 
2 30 46 26 17 26 20 165(15%) 
3 39 43 31 18 29 19 
(17%) 1 79 
1664 4(15%) 
4 29 34 35 16 35 15 178(17%) 
5 28 47 32 14 35 22 176 (10) 
6 30 41 36 15 37 17 
COL. 201 254 191 126 185 112 1069 
TOTAL (18.8%) 2 (23.8) (17.9%) (11.8%) (17.3%) (10.5%) 
MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 30 
STORE DIVISIONS: ST. DIV. 1 
ST. DIV. 2 
ST. DIV. 3 
ST. DIV. 4 
ST. DIV. 5 
ST. DIV. 6 
Ireland, Scotland & extreme North of England; 
Pennines; 
Central of England; 
Home County-South of England; 
Wales & South West of England; 
Home County-North of Thames. 
The management of the stores that volunteered to participate in the study were instructed 
to distribute the questionnaires to the following 3 groups of sales assistants: Full-Time, 
Part-Time and Temporary or Seasonal; and 3 groups of supervisors: Deputy, Trainee and 
Full supervisors. These groups were selected at random from an employees list at each 
store, by the store management. Those subjects selected that volunteered to participate 
in the study were guaranteed complete confidentiality in two cover letters enclosed with 
each questionnaire, in which the purpose of the study was also explained (Appendix VI). 
One of these letters was from the Deputy Chief Medical Officer of the retail company, 
and the other from the researcher. In addition, a freepost addressed envelope was 
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A 
provided, so that the questionnaire could be returned anonymously back to the researcher 
for statistical analysis. 
The response rate was particularly low for the south-east region (store division 4& 6), 
even for a self-completion questionnaire. However, this might have been due to the 
number of projects that were running simultaneously with this study. 
16.4 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 
Job demographic details 
Table 16.4.1 displays the job demographic details for the entire sample and for sales 
assistants and supervisors, with their respective number and percentages. 
After exclusion of questionnaires that had extensive missing data, a total of 1099 were 
examined. Out of these, about 822 (75 %) were sales assistants and 267 (24%) were 
supervisors. The precise number of individuals in the tables vary due to missing 
observations. This was thought to be a good response rate, considering that distribution 
of the questionnaires and reminders were dependent on the Health Services and store 
management. Of these 822 sales assistants, 585 sales assistants were Part-Time workers, 
204 were Full-time, and 33 were Temporary or Seasonal (ie. they either worked for a 
specified time such as only during vacation, and thus were mostly students), or One 
Function (ie. they only worked the till). Of the 267 supervisors, 153 were Deputy 
Supervisors, 99 were Full-supervisors, and 15 were supervisors under training, which 
means that they were above Deputy status and were in the process of becoming Full- 
supervisors. A Part-Time administrative assistant and a store hairdresser was included in 
the sample, because these were a second skill, and they were performing these tasks at 
the time the questionnaires were distributed, but their main job was that of a sales 
assistant. 
The majority of respondents had been in employment with the company for over 2-5 
years, but the majority did not know when or expected to ever be promoted. 
167 
TABLE 16.4.1 
JOB DEMOGRAPHICS: SALES ASSISTANTS (SA), SUPERVISORS (SUP) & 
ENTIRE SAMPLE 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES/ SA SUP ENTIRE SAMPLE 
SUBCATEGORIES: % (No) % (No) % (No) 
JOB CATEGORIES/TITLE: 
Part-time SA 71.2 53.6 (585) 
Full-time SA 24.8 18.7 (204) 
Temp. /Seasonal/One Function SA 4.0 3.0 ( 33) 
Deputy Supervisors 57.3 14.0 (153) 
Trainee Supervisors 5.6 1.4 ( 15) 
Full Supervisors 37.1 9.1 ( 99) 
Part-time administrative assist. .1 
( 1) 
Hairdresser .1 
( 1) 
COLUMN TOTAL 75.5 (822) 24.5 (267) ( 1091) 
LENGTH OF EMPLOYMENT: 
Less than 6 mths 97.1 ( 34) 2.9 ( 1) 3.2 ( 35) 
6 mthe -1 yr 90.7 ( 97) 9.3 ( 10) 9.8 (107) 
2-5 yrs 83.1 (299) 16.9 ( 61) 33.0 (360) 
6 -10 yrs 73.6 (170) 26.4 ( 61) 21.2 (231) 
Over 11 s 62.1 (223) 37.9 (136) 32.9 (359) 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES: 
Less than 1 year 57.6 ( 34) 42.4 ( 25) 5.4 59) 
1-3 yrs 62.9 ( 44) 37.1 ( 70) 6.4 70) 
3-5 yrs 73.3 ( 11) 26.7 ( 4) 1.4 15) 
Over 5 yrs 33.3 ( 1) 66.7 ( 2) 0.3 3) 
Never 82.2 (420) 17.8 ( 91) 47.0 (511) 
Do not Know 71.8 (308) 28.2 (121) 39.5 (429) 
STORE DIVISION: 
1. N. Ireland/Scotland/N. of England 74.6 (150) 25.4 ( 51) 18.8 (201) 
2. Penninee 78.4 (200) 21.6 ( 55) 23.8 (255) 
3. Central of England 78.0 (149) 22.0 ( 42) 17.8 (191) 
4. Home County South of Thames 71.4 ( 90) 28.6 ( 36) 11.8 (126) 
5. Wales & South West of England 75.7 (140) 24.3 ( 45) 17.3 (185) 
6. Home County North of Thames 71.1 ( 81) 28.9 ( 33) 10.6 (114) 
STORE SIZE: 
Large 75.5 (460) 24.5 (149) 56.8 (609) 
Medium 79.6 (265) 20.4 ( 68) 31.1 (333) 
Small 65.4 ( 85) 34.6 ( 45) 12.1 (130) 
WORKING IN MORE TRAN ONE DEPT.: 
Yes 72.3 (279) 27.7 (107) 35.5 (386) 
No 76.6 (539) 23.1 (162) 64.5 (701) 
CTAAF_I]EPD A'iML: UT _- 
Ladies' Fashion 79.3 (172) 20.7 ( 45) 20.1 (217) 
Ladies' Lingerie/ Footwear 78.8 ( 93) 21.2 ( 25) 10.9 (118) 
Men's Fashion 76.0 (111) 24.0 ( 35) 13.5 (146) 
Childrenwear 78.7 ( 48) 21.3 ( 13) 5.7 ( 61) 
Home Utensils 76.6 ( 72) 23.4 ( 22) 8.7 ( 94) 
Food 77.4 (247) 22.6 ( 72) 29.6 (319) 
Customers Service Desk 65.4 ( 34) 34.6 ( 18) 4.8 ( 52) 
General Support Services 50.0 ( 23) 50.0 ( 23) 4.3 ( 46) 
Administrative 47.8 ( 11) 52.2 ( 12) 2.1 ( 23) 
No OF SECOND SKILLS: 
None 80.9 (360) 19.1 ( 85) 41.0 (445) 
One 78.6 (268) 21.4 ( 73) 31.4 (341) 
Two 66.7 (138) 33.3 ( 69) 19.1 (207) 
Three 62.0 ( 31) 38.0 ( 19) 4.6 ( 50) 
Four or more 45.2 ( 19) 54.8 ( 23) 3.9 ( 42) 
SECOND SKILL SUPERVISION: 
N/A 74.9 (257) 25.1 ( 86) 31.5 (343) 
No 88.3 (475) 11.7 ( 63) 49.4 (538) 
Yes 42.3 ( 88) 57.7 (120) 19.1 (208) 
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Table 16.4.1 (cont. ) 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES/ 
SUBCATEGORIES: 
No OF WORKING HOURS PER WEEK: DEAN (SD) 
SA STP ENTIRE SAMPLE 
Range: 6- 48 hra 
----- 
23.6 
------------ 
( 9.8) 
------------------ 
32.8 ( 8.9) 
---------------- 
25.8 ( 10.4) 
Median: 39.0 
Mode: 23.0 
MONTHLY SALARY: 
Range: 25.0 - 1000.0 299.0 (128.9) 508.1 (198.5) 349.02(173.2) 
Median: 200.0 
Mode: 300.0 
No OF PEOPLE WORKING WITH RESPONDENT: 
Range: 0- 40 23.6 ( 25.9) 28.3 ( 32.0) 24.8 ( 27.7) 
Median: 20.0 
Mode: 16.0 
It is not surprising that the majority of the respondents came from larger stores, given that 
more questionnaires were distributed there due to their larger number of workers. 
However, a similar proportion of respondents seemed to have completed the 
questionnaires from all store divisions. 
Personal Demographic Details 
Table 16.4.2 displays the personal demographic details of sales assistants and supervisors 
and for the entire sample, with their respective response numbers and percentages. 
TABLE 16.4.2 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS: SALES ASSISTANTS (SA), SUPERVISORS (SUP) & 
ENTIRE SAMPLE 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES/ SA SUP ENTIRE SANDLE 
SUBCATEGORIES: % (No) % (No) % (No) 
SEX: 
Female 75.6 (790) 24.4 (255) 96.0 (1045) 
Male 68.2 ( 30) 31.8 ( 14) 4.0 ( 44) 
MARITAL STATUS: 
Single 73.5 (147) 26.5 ( 53) 18.4 ( 200) 
Married 76.7 (569) 23.3 (173) 68.1 ( 742) 
Remarried 59.3 ( 16) 40.7 ( 11) 2.5 ( 27) 
Living Together 65.1 ( 28) 34.9 ( 15) 3.9 ( 43) 
Divorced/ Separated 75.0 ( 42) 25.0 ( 14) 5.1 ( 56) 
Widow/ Widower 85.7 ( 18) 14.3 ( 3) 1.9 ( 21) 
DEPENDENTS: 
No 75.6 (789) 24.4 (255) 96.7 (1044) 
Yee 63.9 ( 23) 36.1 ( 13) 3.3 ( 36) 
No OF CHILDREN: 
None 66.8 (244) 33.2 (121) 33.5 ( 365) 
One 74.5 (105) 25.5 ( 36) 13.0 ( 141) 
Two 79.4 (339) 20.6 ( 88) 39.2 ( 427) 
Three 84.2 (101) 15.8 ( 19) 11.0 ( 120) 
Four or more 85.7 ( 30) 14.3 ( 5) 3.2 ( 35) 
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Table 16.4.2 (cont. ) 
DEMOGRAPHIC CATEGORIES/ SA SUP ENTIRE SAMPLE 
SUBCATEGORIES: $ (No) $ (No) $ (No) 
AGE OF CHILDREN: 
N/A 67.2 (246) 32.8 (120) 33.8 366) 
All pre-school age 72.4 ( 21) 27.6 ( 8) 2.7 29) 
Pre-school & school age 70.6 ( 24) 29.4 ( 10) 3.1 34) 
All school age 77.7 (143) 22.3 ( 41) 17.0 184) 
School & poet-school age 85.2 ( 75) 14.8 ( 13) 8.1 88) 
All post-school age 80.3 (306) 19.7 ( 75) 35.2 381) 
PARTNER'S WORK STATUS: 
N/A 75.2 (188) 24.8 ( 62) 23.0 ( 250) 
Full-time 75.7 (520) 24.3 (167) 63.1 ( 687) 
Part-time 76.9 ( 10) 23.1 ( 3) 1.2 ( 13) 
Retired 87.9 ( 29) 12.1 ( 4) 3.0 ( 33) 
Self-employed 68.1 ( 64) 31.9 ( 30) 8.9 ( 94) 
Unemployed 90.9 ( 10) 9.1 ( 1) 1.0 ( 11) 
COHABITATION: 
Alone 66.7 ( 30) 33.3 ( 15) 4.1 ( 45) 
Alone with child/children 84.4 ( 38) 15.6 ( 7) 4.1 ( 45) 
With partner 71.5 (216) 28.5 ( 86) 27.8 ( 302) 
With partner & children 78.4 (393) 21.6 (108) 46.0 ( 501) 
With partner/children & relations 65.0 ( 13) 35.0 ( 7) 1.8 ( 20) 
With parents/step-parents 77.1 ( 81) 22.9 ( 24) 9.7 ( 105) 
With parents/step-parents & others 80.0 ( 44) 20.0 ( 11) 5.1 ( 55) 
Shared accommodation/friends 26.7 ( 4) 73.3 ( 11) 1.4 ( 15) 
EDUCATION ATTAINMENT: 
Left school before taking exams 76.3 (366) 23.8 (114) 44.2 ( 480) 
O'Level/CSE/GCSE 76.2 (382) 23.8 (119) 46.1 ( 501) 
A'Level/OND 67.5 ( 52) 32.5 ( 25) 7.1 ( 77) 
HND or equivalent 69.2 ( 9) 30.8 ( 4) 1.2 ( 13) 
University degree or equivalent 69.2 ( 9) 30.8 ( 4) 1.2 13) 
Higher degree 50.0 ( 1) 50.0 ( 1) 0.2 2) 
AGE OF LEAVING FORMAL EDUCATION: 
Less than 16 77.7 (412) 22.3 (118) 48.6 ( 530) 
16/17 73.1 (305) 26.9 (112) 38.3 ( 417) 
18/19 67.0 59) 33.0 ( 29) 8.1 ( 88) 
20/21 57.9 11) 42.1 ( 8) 1.7 ( 19) 
Greater than 21 83.3 5) 16.7 ( 1) 0.6 ( 6) 
Still in education 96.7 29) 3.3 ( 1) 2.8 ( 30) 
ABSENT FROM WORK IN THE PAST 3m the: 
Never 74.5 (398) 25.5 (136) 51.1 ( 534) 
Less than a day 71.8 ( 84) 28.2 ( 33) 11.2 ( 117) 
Less than a week 76.6 (177) 23.4 ( 54) 22.1 ( 231) 
One week 80.4 ( 45) 19.6 11) 5.4 ( 56) 
Over a week 81.3 ( 26) 18.8 6) 3.1 ( 32) 
Two-three weeks 80.0 ( 40) 20.0 10) 4.8 ( 50) 
Four or more weeks 84.6 ( 22) 15.4 4) 2.5 ( 4) 
REASONS FOR BEING ABSENT: 
N/A 73.6 (373) 26.4 (134) 49.0 ( 507) 
Illness 76.9 (349) 23.1 (105) 43.9 ( 454) 
Bereavement 87.5 ( 21) 12.5 ( 3) 2.3 ( 24) 
Time off 86.2 ( 25) 13.8 ( 4) 2.8 ( 29) 
Leave to look-after family 76.2 ( 16) 23.8 ( 5) 2.0 ( 21) 
AGE: MEAN (SD) 
-- 
SA SUP ENTIRE SAMPLE 
Range: 16 - 63 yrs 
-- 
38.4 
------------- 
(11.8) 
-------- 
36.4 
--------- 
(10.2) 
--------- 
37.9 
-------- 
(11.5) 
Median: 43.0 
Mode: 40.0 
To summarize, the average sales assistants in our sample is a part-time working female, 
of 38.4 years of age, married and living with a full-time working partner and two post 
school age children and no other dependents; she has either left full-time education before 
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the age of 16 without taking formal exams, or has O'Levels or equivalent and left full- 
time education at the age of 16/17; she had never been absent from work for the last three 
months, and if she had, was for less than a week due to illness; she has been working for 
the retail company for over two years and does not expect or does not know when to 
expect a promotion; she probably works in a large or medium store in any of the five 
store divisions; she works on the average 23.6 hours per week and receives an average 
of £299.00 per month; she probably only works in the foods or fashion department of the 
store with about 24 other people; she has no second skills or may have only one, but not 
in supervision. 
The average supervisor in our sample is a female and a deputy, of 36.4 years of age, 
married with no children, and if she has children they are all of school age; she co-habits 
with a full-time working partner and children or just partner, and has no dependents; she 
left full-time education at the age of 16, with O'Levels or equivalent, or left before the 
age of 16 without taking formal exams; she has never been absent from work in the past 
three months, but if she had been was for less than a week due to illnesses; she has 
probably been working for the retail company for over 11 years and does not know if she 
will ever be promoted; she probably works in a large retail store of the company for an 
average of 32.8 hours per week, and receives an average of £508.1 per month; she is 
likely to work in only one department, foods or fashion with an average number of 28.3 
other workers, but may also work in more than one department; she does not have a 
second skill, but if she has one or two second skills, one may be in supervision. 
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17.0 SOURCES OF JOB STRESS: 
LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE 
JOB-SPECIFIC STRESS MEASURE 
The final stage of the analysis for identifying the nature of the specific sources of job 
stress for this retail company, involved the isolation and comparison of the perceived job 
stressors for sales assistants and supervisors, through a principal component analysis. To 
ascertain the differences and similarities between sales assistants and supervisors, the 
underlying factor structure that composed the Job-Specific Stress measure was examined 
separately for both groups. 
17.1 SALES ASSISTANTS 
A principal component analysis (PCA) with oblique rotation was employed, through 
SPSSx, on the first 95 items of the Job-specific stress questionnaire for sales assistants, 
as the remaining six items were only relevant to supervisors. 
Latent roots greater than unity and the Cattell's (1966) scree or discontinuity test revealed 
that either two, three, four or six factors could be extracted. However, even though the 
validity of a particular component solution was judged in terms of its parsimony and 
simple structure, the four component was found to be the most psychologically meaningful 
solution, which was the ultimate criterion for evaluating component structure. 
Accordingly, the results for the oblique rotated four-component solutions are reported in 
Table 17.1.1 . Using Child's (1970) tactic, items with their respective loadings are 
presented for each component in descending order. Items exhibiting loadings of less than 
±. 30 were regarded as non-salient. Non-salient items are underlined, and are only 
reported for interest purposes. 
Overall, the four-components accounted for 44.8% of the data variance, and only seven 
out of the 95 stressful situations were found to be non-salient. 
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Component I best describes situations related to Interpersonal Relationships with 
Superiors. The following types of stressful situations related to Interpersonal Relationship 
with Superiors appear to be represented in this component: (i) feelings of being threatened 
by ones' superiors; (ii) abusive, non-supportive, mistrusting, inconsiderate contradictive 
superiors; (iii) close supervision, rigid performance monitoring; (iv) authoritarian, 
undemocratic leadership; (v) lack of appreciation, respect or encouragement; (vi) poor 
communication, inequitable demands/rewards, low authority. Overall, this component 
accounted for most of the variance (31.5%, eigenvalue equalled 29.91). A total of 42 
items were found to be salient. 
Component II best describes stressful situations related to Organizational Climate and 
Structure. Represented in this component appear to be the following types of unpleasant 
climatic conditions: (i) Inequitable work demands; (ii) Work-overload (qualitative & 
quantitative); (iii) physical environmental factors (eg. noise, crowding, bright lights); (iv) 
Incompatible job demands/expectations by role-set members (colleagues, customers, 
superiors); (v) lack of participation in decision-making; (vi) lack of effective 
consultation/communication ; (vii) lack of support consideration from the organization. 
A total of 22 stressful situations were found to be salient for this component. 
Component III appears to best describe what Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Hackman 
and Oldham (1975) refer to as the four core dimensions or the basic characteristics of a 
job (Autonomy, Variety, Identity, Feedback). In addition, there were several items with 
moderate to low loadings that appear to best describe Promotion Opportunities or lack of 
it. Accordingly, this third component was labelled Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities. The stressful situations in this component appear to be related to the low 
degree of: (i) autonomy/control/responsibility; (ii) job/task variety; (iii) task identity/ 
accomplishment; (iv) feedback. In addition, the difficulties in gaining promotion were 
represented by items related to (i) inequalities; and (ii) lack of continuous assessment/ 
unfair appraisal, which could also be linked to low degree of feedback. A total of 14 
items were found to be salient. 
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Component IV appears to best describe Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 
Represented in this component appear to be stressful situations related to (i) Inconsiderate, 
intimidation/forceful, non-appreciative customers; (ii) incompatible demands/expectations 
from customers; (iii) a sense of futility/ or what Hackman and colleagues called job 
significance, or lack of it in this case. 
TABLE 17.1.1 
FOUR-FACTOR SOLUTIONS FOR SALES ASSISTANTS ON THE 
JOB-SPECIFIC STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE (N-822) 
I. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH SUPERIORS 
65. Being intimidated or threatened by superiors. 
78. Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong. 
54. Being treated badly or spoken to in a bad way by a superior. 
47. Being sanctioned or blacklisted for disagreeing with the appraisal. 
74. Being given a bad appraisal by superiors on the basis of staff attitudes 
55. Lack of support from superiors. 
46. Superiors taking the opportunity to "tell off sales assistants" 
when management are around. 
57. Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". 
56. Superiors being unapproachable. 
76. Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job. 
73. Difficulties arising due to lack of trust. 
63. Lack of exemplary behaviour by superiors. 
60. Management "talking down" at sales assistants. 
64. Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by superiors for being absent. 
81. Having to work with disagreeable colleagues. 
91. Being contradicted by supervisors/superiors regarding company policies. 
61. Being "kept under watch". 
77. Lack of loyalty in the store. 
50. Management creating rules to suit themselves. 
49. Unreasonable restrictions on behaviour by management. 
69. Superiors failing to explain the job properly. 
48. Difficulties arising out of management being too strict. 
58. Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work. 
45. Lack of respect from superiors. 
90. Having to work in a dry and dusty environment. 
23. Having to work after working hours without pay. 
59. Favouritism by superiors towards certain individuals. 
67. Lack of understanding of staff needs by superiors. 
80. Lack of opportunity in the job to help colleagues. 
92. One superior says "to do one thing" and another says "to do another". 
52. Lack of communication between management and sales assistants. 
39. Lack of respect between staff. 
82. Unequal pay policies. 
79. Lack of opportunity to get to know most of the staff in the store 
and develop friendships. 
84. Temporary/Seasonal staff being treated differently to other staff. 
51. Lack of encouragement or incentives to work harder. 
83. Working for weeks without seeing friends made at work. 
89. Having to work without a proper air conditioner. 
43. Being unable to disagree with superiors in case of retribution. 
94. Working long hours means being too tired to enjoy non-working life. 
40. Seeing staff divided into little social groups who rarely interact. 
93. Feelings of insecurity in the job. 
I II III 
87 
83 
81 
81 
81 
73 
72 
71 
71 
71 
68 
66 
64 
63 
59 
58 
58 
57 
57 
57 
56 
55 
55 
54 
53 
51 
50 
48 
44 
44 
42 
42 
41 
41 
41 
40 
39 
37 
37 
33 
32 
30 
30 
- . 
32 
39 
31 
39 
32 
31 
- . 30 
32 
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TABLE 17.1.1 cont. 
II. ORGANISATIONAL CLIMATE AND STRUCTURE. I II III I 
72. Given things to do at very short notice. 
. 
60 
71. Having to adjust to new assistant personnel managers. 
. 58 36. Coping with other duties as well as helping customers during busy periods. . 55 .3 75. Management dumping too much work on supervisors. 
. 
54 
41. Having to deal with exchanges and vouchers. 
. 54 17. Work getting increasingly more demanding. . 52 87. Having to work in a crowded department. . 51 19. Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees. 
. 
49 
88. Having to work with very bright lights in the store. 
. 49 66. Management only consulting supervisors and not sales assistants. . 49 37. Being asked by customers who come in everyday where things are. . 47 68. Being obliged to work either fewer or extra hours when asked by superiors. . 46 86. Having to work in a noisy department. 
. 45 
38. Having to keep tiding up after customers. 
. 
45 
.4 16. Having to do extra work due to lack of staff. 
. 
45 
53. Feeling that management main interest is in the profits not the staff. . 
34 
. 
44 
18. Having too much work to do in a given time. . 44 62. Having the rules constantly changed. 
. 39 . 43 70. Lack of useful and effective communication meetings. 
. 
31 
. 
41 
85. Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often than F-T staff. 
. 
40 
44. Being given unsatisfactory explanations for management decisions. . 
31 
. 36 28. Having to work longer hours during holiday seasons. 
. 
34 
21. Lack of time to maintain the expected high standards of 
orderliness and cleanliness. . 28 95. The family or partner not really understanding the demands the job makes . 26 22. Havin to come in earl in the morn in to catch u with the work. . 
25 
III 
. 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES. I II III I 
6. Having "no say" about scheduling my work. -. 77 
9. Lack of opportunity in the job to use several different skills and talents. -. 76 
5. Lack of opportunity to use personal initiative or discretion 
in carrying out the work. -. 75 
27. Having too little responsibility in the job. -. 75 
1. Difficulties in gaining promotion. -. 71 
3. Lack of continuous assessment/appraisal necessary for promotion. -. 69 
8. Lack of feelings of accomplishment. -. 68 
2. Inequalities in the promotion process. -. 67 
11. Having to wait for a superior to deal with a query when it is not necessary. -. 62 
7. Not being left alone without supervision to do the job. -. 62 
13. Having to work for long stretches without any "feedback" on how well or 
badly work is going. -. 55 
10. Having to do the same thing everyday. -. 55 
15. Being constantly interrupted by superiors. -. 46 
4. Being unfairly appraised or assessed. . 35 -. 39 
42. Having to take orders from other sales assistants. -. 19 
IV. INTERPESONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH CUSTOMERS I II III I 
31. Being made to feel inferior by a customer. 
.7 32. Help being demanded by a customer instead of being asked for. .7 30. Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer and not being thanked. .7 29. Dealing with intimidating/ threatening/ rude/ or forceful customers. .7 
33. Being blamed by customers for not having the stock they want. .6 34. Having a disagreement with a customer first thing in the morning. .5 12. The job not being seen by the public as dignified. -. 35 .4 35. Being expected by a customer to know everything about the products. . 
38 
.4 14. The public regarding other jobs as more important to society. .3 26. Having to work Saturdays. .3 24. Having to spend time trainin staff that lack the proper trainin . .2 
20. Having to lift hea loads. 
.2 
I II III I 
EIGEN VALUES: 29.91 6.25 3.99 2.8 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 31.5 6.6 4.2 3.0 
The inter-factor correlation matrix (Table 17.1.2) indicates high correlations between all 
components, suggesting overlapping or oblique factors. This seems to suggest that all 
factors come from the common domain or "job stress". 
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TABLE 17.1.2 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SALES ASSISTANTS: 
JOB-SPECIFIC STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
FACTORS: I II III IV 
I. Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 1.00 
II. Organisational Climate and Structure. . 31 1.00 III. Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport.. -. 42 -. 39 1.00 
IV. Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. . 29 . 33 -. 26 1.00 
17.2 SUPERVISORS 
A PCA with oblique rotation was performed on 101 job-specific stressful items for 
supervisors. Latent roots greater than unity and Cattell's scree test revealed that two, four 
or five components could be extracted for supervisors on the Job-Specific Stress measure. 
However, the five-component solution was found to be the most meaningful. 
Accordingly, the results for the rotated component solution are reported in Table 17.2.1. 
Using Child's (1970) tactic, items with their respective loadings are presented for each 
dimension, in descending order. Non-salient items are underlined. 
Items exhibiting loadings of less than ± . 30 were regarded as non-salient and consequently 
dropped. Overall, the five-component solution accounted for 47.8 % of the data variance, 
and only six out of 101 items were found to be non-salient. 
Component I appears to best describe Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and 
Organization. The following aspects of Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and 
Organisation appear to be represented in this component: (i) feelings of being threatened 
by superiors, abusive/ inconsiderate/ authoritarian or undemocratic style of leadership; (ii) 
unpleasant climatic conditions, such as conflicts with subordinates, lack of participation 
in decision-making, mistrust, favouritism, sense of job insecurity; (iii) Incompatible 
demands/ expectations from superiors and colleagues; (iv) close supervision; (v) non- 
supportive, inconsiderate/ contradictory superiors; (vi) lack of respect/ appreciation/ or 
encouragement for work or ability; (vii) Inequitable demands/ rewards. Overall, this 
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component was found to be the most salient, accounting for most of the variance (28%, 
eigenvalue equalled 28.27). A total of 44 items were found to be salient. 
Component II appears to best describe Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 
Represented in this component appears to be the following stressful situations related to 
customers: (i) Intimidating, inconsiderate, non-appreciative; (ii) incompatible demands/ 
expectations from customers; (iii) futility/ lack of job significance; (iv) increased volume 
of work due to customers demand. The last salient item in this component (ie. 23. 
Having to work after working hours without pay), shares a common loading with 
component I, and thus it could be incorporated in either component. Although, this item 
may appear to best describe organisational issues, than interpersonal relationships with 
customer, we decided to keep the item in this component, given its small loading. A total 
of 14 items were found to be salient for this component. 
TABLE 17.2.1 
FIVE-FACTOR SOLUTIONS FOR SUPERVISORS ON THE 
JOB-SPECIFIC STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE (N-267) 
I. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH SUPERIORS & ORGANISATION I II III IV 
65, Being intimidated or threatened by superiors. . 90 69. Superiors failing to explain the job properly. . 81 60. Management "talking down" at sales assistants. 
. 
81 
47. Being sanctioned or blacklisted for disagreeing with the appraisal. . 
79 
78. Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong. 
. 
77 
74. Being given a bad appraisal by superiors on the basis of staff attitudes . 75 57. Being treated by superiors like a "school-girl/boy". . 74 
54. Being treated badly or spoken to in a bad way by superiors. . 
74 
56. Superiors being unapproachable. 
. 
73 
63. Lack of exemplary behaviour by superiors. 
. 
73 
64. Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by superiors for being absent. . 71 101. Having arguments with Bales assistants. . 68 62. Having the rules constantly changed. 
. 
67 
73. Difficulties arising due to lack of trust. 
. 
67 
59. Favouritism by superiors towards certain individuals. 
. 
64 
50. Management creating rules to suit themselves. 64 
93. Feelings of insecurity in the job. 
. 64 46. Superiors taking the opportunity to "tell off sales assistants" 
when management are around. 
. 
63 -. 3 
81. Having to work with disagreeable colleagues. 
. 
63 
92. One superior says "to do one thing" and another Bays "to do another". . 
63 
61. Being "kept under watch". 
. 62 55. Lack of support from superiors. 
. 
59 -. 31 
67. Lack of understanding of staff needs by superiors. 
. 
59 
48. Difficulties arising out of management being too strict. . 
59 
84. Temporary/Seasonal staff being treated differently to other staff. . 57 
83. Working for weeks without seeing friends made at work. 
. 
57 
70. Lack of useful and effective communication meeting. . 
55 
77. Lack of loyalty in the store. . 
55 
91. Being contradicted by supervisors/superiors regarding company policies. . 52 80. Lack of opportunity in the job to help colleagues. . 52 
45. Lack of respect from superiors. 
. 
52 
. 
33 
58. Lack of appreciation for efforts made at work. 
. 51 49. Unreasonable restrictions on behaviour by management. 
. 
49 -. 31 
76. Being interrupted by management during meal-breaks to do a job. 
. 
49 
51. Lack of encouragement and incentives to work harder. 
. 
48 
. 
32 
90. Having to work in a dry and dusty environment. 
. 47 . 4( 79. Lack of opportunity to get to know most of the staff in the store 
and develop friendships. 
. 
44 
66. Management only consulting supervisors and not sales assistants. . 44 82. Unequal pay policies. 
. 42 . 30 68. Being obliged to work either fewer or extra hours when asked. . 42 
52. Lack of communication between management and staff. 
. 
42 
94. Working long hours means being too tired to enjoy non-working life. 
. 
40 -. 38 
85. Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often than F-T staff. . 
38 
39. Lack of respect between staff. . 
36 
. 32 
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TABLE 17.2.1 cont. 
II. INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH CUSTOMERS I II III IV 
31 . Being made to 
feel inferior by a customer. . 83 32 
. 
Help being demanded by a customer instead of being asked for. . 83 30 
. 
Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer and not even being thanked. 
. 
78 
29 
. 
Dealing with intimidating/ threatening/ rude/ or forceful customers. . 
70 
35 . Being expected 
by a customer to know everything about the product. . 68 34 . Having a 
disagreement with a customer first thing in the morning. . 65 33 . Being 
blamed by a customer for not having the stock they want. . 
64 
38 . Having to 
keep tiding up after customers. . 64 37 
. 
Being asked by a customer who comes in everyday where things are. . 62 14 
. 
The public regarding other jobs as more important to society. . 44 . 
32 
12 . 
The job not being seen by the public as dignified. . 42 
25 . 
Having to work on the till for longer than 3 hours. 
. 
39 
26 . Having to work 
Saturdays. 
. 
37 
23 
. 
Having to work after working hours without pay. . 32 . 32 
42 . 
Having to take orders from other sales assistants. . 29 
28 . 
Havin to work longer hours duri da seasons. . 26 
III . JOB CHARACTERISTICS & PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES I II III IV 
9 
. 
Lack of opportunity in the job to use several different skills & talents. . 70 5 . Lack of opportunity to use personal 
initiative or discretion in 
carrying out the work. 
. 
68 
10 . Having to 
do the same thing everyday. 
. 59 3 
. 
Lack of continuous assessment/appraisal necessary for promotion. . 59 27 
. 
Having too little responsibility in the job. 
. 
58 
2 
. 
Inequalities in the promotion process. . 58 
1 . 
Difficulties in gaining promotion. . 57 7 
. 
Not being left alone without supervision to do the work. . 52 
11 . Having to wait for a superior to deal with a query when it isn't necessary . . 50 6 
. 
Having "no say" about scheduling my work. 
. 
49 
8 . Lack of 
feelings of accomplishment. 
. 
48 -. 42 
13 
. 
Having to work for long stretches without any "feedback" on how well or 
badly work is going. . 41 
4 . 
Being unfairly appraised or assessed. 
. 
40 
40 . Seeing staff 
divided into little social groups who rarely interact. . 
28 
IV. WORK-OVERLOAD I II III IV 
18 . Having too much work 
to do in a given time. -. 78 
17 . Work getting 
increasingly more demanding. -. 72 
22 
. 
Having to come in early in the morning to catch up with the work. -. 70 
75 
. 
Management dumping too much work on supervisors. 
. 
32 -. 68 
21 . Lack of time 
to maintain the expected high standards of orderliness & 
cleanliness. -. 63 
16 . 
Having to do extra work due to lack of staff. -. 63 
36 
. 
Coping with other duties as well as helping customers during busy periods. . 
34 -. 56 
72 
. 
Being given things to do at very short notice by superiors. -. 55 
15 . 
Being constantly interrupted by superiors. -. 52 
24 . Having to spend time training staff that lack the proper training. -. 51 
53 
. 
Feeling that management main interest is in the profits not the staff. -. 50 
19 
. 
Lack of opportunity to talk informally to other employees. -. 48 
44 
. 
Being given unsatisfactory explanations for management decisions. .3 4 -. 
37 
20 . 
Having to lift heavy loads. -. 31 
95 . 
The family or artner not really understanding the demands the 'ob makes. -. 29 
V. ENVIRONMENTAL & SOCIAL-WORK FACTORS I II III IV 
87 . 
Having to work in a crowded department. .7 
86 . Having to work 
in a noisy department. .7 
88 
. 
Having to work with very bright lights in the store. .6 98 
. 
Dealing with sales assistants personal grievances. .4 
97 . 
Dealing with sales assistants work complaints. .4 
100 
. 
Providing sales assistants with an answer to their problems. .4 
41 
. 
Having to deal with customers exchanges and vouchers. .4 
71 . 
Having to adjust to new assistant personnel managers. .3 
99 . 
Having to train staff. -. 34 .3 
89 
. 
Having to work without a proper air conditioner. 34 3 
43 
. 
Being unable to diva res with superiors in case of retribution. -. 2 
I II III IV V 
EIGEN VALUES: 28.27 9. 04 3.94 3.67 3.3 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 28.0 9. 0 3.9 3.6 3.3 
Component III appears to best describe what Hackman and colleagues refer to as the four 
core dimensions of Job Characteristics, or lack of it: (i) Job/task variety; (ii) Autonomy; 
(iii) Task identity/ accomplishment; (iv) Feedback. In addition, component III also 
contained stressful situations that appear to best describe Promotion Opportunities. These 
consisted of situations that described: (i) lack of continuous assessment; (ii) inequalities; 
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(iii) unfair appraisals. Again, as for sales assistants, some of these situations could also 
be linked to low degree of feedback in the job. A total of 13 items were found to be 
salient 
Component IV appears to best describe Work-Overload. The following aspects of 
overload appear to be represented: (i) there are difficulties in keeping on top of the work 
due to the volume of work (quantitative overload); (ii) there is qualitative overload, 
because the work is becoming more demanding; (iii) because of the volume of work, 
there are difficulties in meeting standards or setting priorities; (iv) there are difficulties 
related to the volume of work due to lack of staff, demanding superiors and customers; 
(v) there is extra work due to poor training; (vi) there is role overload, arising from 
conflicts of interests between loyalties to superiors and subordinates. A total of 14 items 
were found to be salient for this component. 
Component V appears to best describe both Environmental and Social-Work Factors. 
Represented in this component appears to be two types of stressful situations: (i) physical 
environmental conditions, such as crowding, noise, bright lights; and (ii) playing the 
"mother-earth counsellor role" (Davidson, 1986) with subordinates, customers and new 
assistant personnel managers. A total of 10 items were found to be salient for this factor. 
The inter-factor correlation coefficients for supervisors (Table 17.2.2) shows that, except 
for the stressor related to Environmental Conditions and Social-Work, which did not 
correlate with component I or III, all components correlate highly with each other. This 
seems to indicate that there is considerable overlap between components, which also 
suggests that they all come from a common domain or "job stress". 
However, it is expected that job stressors relating to physical environmental conditions, 
and in particular Social-Work activities, which include events specifically related to being 
a "mother-earth figure" (Davidson, 1986), to have little in common with such job stressors 
as Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors/ Organisation and/or Job Characteristics/ 
Promotion Opportunities. 
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TABLE 17.2.2 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SUPERVISORS: 
MAIN JOB STRESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
FACTORS: I II III IV V 
1. Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation. 1.00 
II. Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. . 28 1.00 
III. Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities. 
. 
36 
. 
24 1.00 
IV. Work - Overload. -. 29 -. 32 -. 25 1.00 
V. Environmental Conditions and Social - Work. -. 02 . 
20 
. 05 -. 16 1.00 
17.3 SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 
The results of the PCA reveal that there are similarities and differences between sales 
assistants and supervisors with respect to their perceived sources of job stress, as Table 
17.3.1 shows. 
TABLE 17.3.1 
STRESS FACTORS: 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
1. Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 1. Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & 
Organisation. 
2. Organisational Climate & Structure. 2. Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 
3. Job Characteristics & Promotion 3. Job Characteri stics & Promotion 
Opportunities. Opportunities. 
4. Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 4. Work-Overload. 
5. Environmental Conditions & Social Work. 
The similarities between sales assistants and supervisors are evident in the type of factors 
extracted. First, for both groups the most salient job stressor was related to 
"Interpersonal Relations with Superiors". Secondly, for both groups job stressors related 
to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and "Job Characteristics/ Promotion 
Opportunities" were identified and isolated. 
However, sales assistants perceived "Organisational Climate and Structure" as a more 
salient job stressor than supervisors who, unlike sales assistants, perceived job stressors 
such as "Work-Overload" and "Physical Environmental Conditions" to be more 
pronounced. In addition, supervisors also experienced stressful situations related to "the 
mother-earth role". This has been described by Davidson (1986) as an intrinsic part of 
the female supervisors job, which requires them to be "passive, nurturant and non-critical" 
with their subordinates. In this retail company, supervisors felt this role extended to 
customers and new or inexperienced assistant managers. 
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Finally, work stressors related to "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers" accounted 
for slightly more of the variance for supervisors than for sales assistants. However, 
"Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors" explained more of the variance for sales 
assistants than it did for supervisors. Overall, the percentage of variance explained by the 
five-component solutions for supervisors (48 %) was not much greater than that explained 
by the four-component solutions for sales assistants (45 %). Inter-factor correlations for 
both groups also revealed significant overlapping of components, which appears to indicate 
that they all came from a common domain. That is, job stress. The reliability and 
validity of the item-components extracted for both sales assistants and supervisors on the 
Job-Specific Stress questionnaire will be discussed in the following chapters. 
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18.0 THEORETICALLY-BASED 
SOURCES OF JOB STRESS: 
LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE SPIELBERGER'S JSS 
The Spielberger's Job Stress Survey (JSS) was incorporated into the survey questionnaire 
as a global measure of job stress, so as to examine the concurrent validity of the job- 
specific stress questionnaire. Despite its obvious potential as a simple and reliable 
instrument measure of job stress, given its consistency across diverse samples in the USA 
(eg., Turnage & Spielberger, 1991), as yet, it has seen little use in other countries. 
One exception, is the study by Van Der Ploeg and colleagues (1986), where the 
Spielberger's JSS was administered along with other measures to 366 predominantly male 
Dutch executives and managers, mostly of high education. Their results indicated that 
some job stressors were rated as high in intensity or high in frequency, and several high 
intensity stressors were also frequently experienced, such as "disagreeable duties", 
"excessive paper work" and "meeting deadlines". Overall, they found 10 job stressors 
most frequently encountered and 10 job stressors rated as most stressful by Dutch 
managers. Statistically significant differences were also found between the mean scores 
of the "low" and "high" intensity and frequency groups total score. High levels of job 
stress intensity and frequency were associated with job dissatisfaction and stress-related 
symptoms (anxiety, depression and psychosomatic tendencies). However, less strongly 
positive correlations were found for frequency and intensity of job stress with stress- 
related symptoms, than with job dissatisfaction. Finally, even though they found the 
sources of stress to be about the same for different age groups, older Dutch managers 
reported on the average, less job dissatisfaction and lower intensity and frequency of job 
stressors. They concluded that, although it was not clear whether intensity or frequency 
of job stress may have influenced or be the result rather than the cause of anxiety, 
depression and psychosomatic tendencies, "the JSS helped to identify particular sources 
of stress, and to evaluate their effects on stress-related emotions and symptoms". 
Given that the JSS has not yet been employed in a British sample the measurement 
properties of the instrument were first examined. 
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In this chapter the JSS intensity, frequency and product measures are examined 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, for any underlying factor structures, 
in order to investigate whether the JSS can be shown to reflect all aspects of the subject 
being tested. A principal component analysis (PCA) with oblique rotation was performed 
separately, through SPSSx, for all three scales, first for sales assistants and then for 
supervisors. Reliability and validity estimates will be examined in subsequent chapters. 
Given that the JSS incorporates both frequency and intensity measures, as did the pilot 
job-specific stress questionnaire, the same rational for a product method was employed 
here. 
More specifically, after the latent structure of the intensity and frequency measures were 
examined, the two measures were first converted into z-scores (since two different scales 
were employed for each relevant stress measure). Individual z-scores were then combined, 
to obtain a relatively specific measure of job stress for each individual. This was done 
as previously described in the pilot study, by multiplying each item pair (ie. each 
correspondent score in the intensity and frequency scale) to provide a single item product 
(ie. STRESS PRODUCT = (INTENSITY x FREQUENCY). Hence, as for the pilot 
job-specific stress questionnaire, the degree of perceived job stress in the JSS was 
determined by the individual score estimates of the arnoun of stress associated with the 
perceived frequency of occurrence of stressful situations. 
Besides the need to incorporate different stress measures when examining job stress, it is 
perhaps even more important to measure and combine both frequency and intensity scores 
when employing global measures of job stress. This is because when using theoretically 
derived stressful situations, only the frequency scale, which is job-specific, will measure 
whether an event has occurred in that job. However, the occurrence of an event does not 
necessarily imply that an event is stressful. Only the intensity scale, which is not job- 
specific (ie., respondents may be responding to how they perceive the event, whether or 
not it is stressful), will measure the amount of stress associated with that event. Thus, 
unlike for the frequency measure of stress, similar pattern structures may be obtained with 
the intensity stress measure across populations. Given that neither the frequency or 
183 
intensity measure on its own might be regarded as an exact measure of stress, but only 
relevant weight measures, by combining both measures one is more likely to get, even for 
a theoretically-based approach, a relatively specific measure of job stress for each 
individual. 
18.1 SALES ASSISTANTS 
18.1.1 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - INTENSITY MEASURE 
For the intensity measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was employed on only 29 of the 
30 JSS items. Item one or Assignment of disagreeable duties, was removed from the 
analysis, since it served only as a standard, against which the other items were compared. 
Latent roots greater than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree test criterion revealed only two 
factors for sales assistants on the JSS - intensity measure, which together accounted for 
44.3% of the data variance. 
According to Thurstone's (1947) and Kaiser's (1958) notions of simple structure, an 
optimal factorial solution would be one in which each item loaded unambiguously on only 
one factor. Loadings would therefore have to be set at ±. 40 to satisfy the simple 
structure criteria. With loadings set at ±. 30, three of the 18 items on the first factor 
solution (item 13,18 & 23) and the first and last item (item 3& 21) of the 11 items on 
the second factor would cross load. However, even with loadings set at ±. 30, the two 
factor solution would still be both parsimonious and psychologically meaningful, the 
ultimate criterion for evaluating factor structure, without the need to eliminate any of the 
items. It was therefore decided to set loadings at ±. 30. 
Using Child's (1970) tactic of examining item-loadings in descending order, the results 
of the oblique rotated two-factor solution for sales assistants on the JSS - intensity measure 
are reported in Table 18.1.1.1. 
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Component I, for sales assistants on the JSS - intensity measure consisted of 18 items with 
loadings ranging from . 80 to . 30 and seems to best describe Inequitable Demands & 
Conditions. Component II, contained 11 items, with loadings ranging from . 82 to . 45 and 
seems to best describe Lack of Support. 
TABLE 18.1.1.1 
TWO-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SALES ASSISTANTS ON THE 
JSS - INTENSITY MEASURE (N = 415) 
I. INEQUITABLE DEMANDS & CONDITIONS I II 
7. Dealing with crisis situations. 
. 
84 
11. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 83 16. Making critical on-the-spot decisions. . 78 4. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 77 26. Meeting deadlines. . 66 25. Excessive paper work. . 65 9. Performing tasks not in job description. . 61 17. Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. 
. 
61 
10. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. 
. 
58 
15. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 52 2. Working overtime. 
. 
51 
22. Noisy work area. . 44 24. Frequent changes from boring to demanding activities. . 41 27. Insufficient personal time (eg. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 41 13. Difficulty getting along with supervisor/ superior. . 40 . 34 28. Covering work for another employee. . 40 . 37 23. Frequent interruptions. . 36 . 32 12. Periods of inactivity. . 30 
II. LACK OF SUPPORT I II 
3. Lack of opportunity for advancement. -. 31 . 82 20. Competition for advancement. 
. 
80 
8. Lack of recognition for good work. . 62 5. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 59 29. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 59 19. Inadequate salary. 
. 
54 
6. Inadequate support by supervisor/ superior. . 52 18. Lack of participation in policy making-decisions. . 51 14. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 50 30. Conflicts with other departments. . 50 21. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 34 . 45 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II 
I 1.00 
I 
. 
52 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 10.87 1.97 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 37.5 6.8 
The two-factor solutions on the JSS - intensity measure appear to be similar to the two- 
factor solutions found by Turnage & Spielberger's (1991) on other populations (eg., 
managerial, professional /engineer & clerical personnel). This is not surprising given that 
the intensity measure is non-job specific, and similar pattern structures would be expected 
across populations. However, item loadings on both component were found to be slightly 
higher for sales assistants than for their populations. Moreover, whereas they found Lack 
ii Y, " 
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of Support to be their most salient factor, we found Inequitable Demands & Conditions, 
which they called "Job Pressures", to be our most salient intensity stressor. 
The inter-factor correlation matrix for sales assistants on the JSS - intensity measure 
revealed a significantly high positive correlation between the two factors, suggesting 
overlapping of factors, which also seems to indicate that both factors come from a 
common domain, that is: "job stress". 
18.1.2 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - FREQUENCY MEASURE 
For the frequency measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was employed on the 30 JSS 
items. Latent roots greater than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree test criterion also 
revealed two factors for sales assistants on the JSS - frequency measure, which together 
accounted for 34.1 % of the data variance, somewhat less than for the intensity measure. 
With loadings set at ±. 40 to satisfy the simple structure criteria, significantly more items 
would have to be dropped from both factors than for the intensity measure. With loadings 
set at ±. 30, four items on the first factor (item 59,35,44 & 31) and one item on the 
second factor (item 51), would have dual loadings. However, loadings were set at ±. 30, 
since the two-factor solution would still be psychologically meaningful, the ultimate 
criterion for evaluating factor structure. 
Table 18.1.2.1, displays the results of the oblique rotated two-factor solutions with their 
respective items and loadings in descending order (Child, 1970), for sales assistants on 
the JSS - frequency measure. 
Component I, for sales assistants on the JSS - frequency measure, contained more items 
(20) than the first component for intensity measure, but it also appears to best describe 
Inequitable Demands and Conditions. However, compared to the first component on the 
intensity measure, it accounted for less of the variance (27.3 %) and lower item-loadings. 
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TABLE 18.1.2.1 
TWO-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SALES ASSISTANTS ON THE 
JSS - FREQUENCY MEASURE (N = 415) 
I. INEQUITABLE DEMANDS & CONDITIONS I II 
56. Meeting deadlines. . 
77 
41. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 71 
37. Dealing with crisis situations. . 
66 
46. Making critical on the spot decisions. . 66 
58. Covering work for another employee. . 64 
53. Frequent interruptions. . 64 
34. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 58 
40. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. . 56 
45. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 55 
55. Excessive paper work. . 54 
54. Frequent changes from boring to demanding activities. . 51 
32. Working overtime. . 48 
39. Performing tasks not on job description. . 46 
52. Noisy work area. . 44 
59. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 43 . 35 
35. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 38 . 31 
57. Insufficient personal time (eg. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 35 
44. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 32 . 31 
49. Inadequate salary. . 32 
31. Assignment of disagreeable duties. . 31 . 
30 
II. LACK OF SUPPORT I II 
50. Competition for advancement. . 
73 
38. Lack of recognition for good work. . 72 
33. Lack of opportunity for advancement. . 61 
36. Inadequate support by supervisor/superior. . 55 
48. Lack of participation in policy-making decisions. . 54 
43. Difficulty in getting along with supervisor/superior. . 52 
60. Conflicts with other departments. . 39 
51. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 35 . 37 
47. Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. . 35 
42. Periods of inactivity. . 34 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II 
I 1.00 
I . 39 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 8.18 2.04 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 27.3 6.8 
Component II, for sales assistants on the JSS - frequency measure consisted of 10 items, 
and like the second component on the intensity measure, appears to best describe Lack of 
Support, and accounts for the same percentage of variance (6.8%). 
Overall, item-loadings for the two components on the frequency measure for sales 
assistants seem to be lower, than for the two components on the intensity measure. This 
seems to suggest that these global job stressors are perceived as more intense than 
frequent. However, the component structure obtained for the two measures were very 
similar for this group of sales assistants. 
The inter-factor correlation matrix for sales assistants on the JSS - frequency measure also 
revealed a significantly high positive correlation between the two factors, also suggesting 
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overlapping of factors, and again seems to indicate that both factors come from the same 
domain, that is: "job stress". The two factors on the frequency measure do not however, 
correlate as highly as the two factors on the intensity measure for sales assistants. 
18.1.3 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - PRODUCT MEASURE 
For the product measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was performed on the combined 
"intensity and frequency" stress ratings, of the JSS 30 job-related stressful items. Latent 
roots greater than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree test criterion revealed 3&4 factors 
could be extracted for sales assistants on the JSS - product measure. However, the three- 
components were found to be the most psychologically meaningful solutions, which 
together accounted for 29.3% of the data variance, somewhat less than for the intensity 
and frequency measures. 
Table 18.1.3.1, displays the three-component solutions for the product measure of the JSS 
for sales assistants, with their respective item-loadings. Each factor is also described 
using Child's (1966) tactic of examining loadings in descending order. Non-salient items 
are underlined. 
With item-loadings set at ±. 30, only the second component of the product measure 
satisfied the simple structure criteria. However, only one item for the first component 
(item 6- Inadequate support by supervisors/superior) and only one item for the third 
component (item 19 - Inadequate salary) cross loaded with component two. 
Component I, on the product measure for sales assistants, accounted for 16.6% of the 
variance and contained 14 items, three of which were found to be non-salient and 
consequently dropped from the factor. A total of 11 items, with loadings ranging from 
. 75 to . 
30, appears to best describe Lack of Quantitative and Qualitative Support. The 
first items exhibiting the highest loadings, seem to be related to Lack of Support from co- 
workers, whereas the last items seem to be related to Lack of Support from the 
organisation. 
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TABLE 18.1.3.1 
THREE-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SALES ASSISTANTS ON THE 
JSS - PRODUCT MEASURE (N = 415) 
I. LACK OF QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE SUPPORT I II III 
29. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 
75 
5. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 61 
28. Covering work for another employee. . 60 
24. Frequent changes from boring to demanding activities. . 55 
25. Excessive paper work. . 54 
26. Meeting deadlines. . 53 
30. Conflicts with other departments. . 51 
23. Frequent interruptions. . 49 
21. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 43 
6. Inadequate support by supervisor/superior. . 32 . 31 
14. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 30 
22. Noisy work area. . 29 
15. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 29 10. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. . 25 
II. INEQUITABLE DEMANDS I II III 
11. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 67 
7. Dealing with crisis situations. . 58 
4. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 54 
16. Making critical on the spot decisions. . 53 
9. Performing tasks not on job description. . 50 
13. Difficulty getting along with supervisor/superior. . 43 
2. Working overtime. . 42 
27. Insufficient personal time (eq. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 26 
1. Assignment of disagreeable duties. . 26 
III . REWARD 
STRUCTURE I II III 
20. Competition for advancement. . 
74 
3. Lack of opportunity for advancement. . 72 
18. Lack of participation in policy making decisions. . 57 
8. Lack of recognition for good work. . 46 
9. Inadequate salary. . 
33 
. 
36 
7. 
L1 
Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. . 25 
2. Periods of inactivity. . 
21 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II III 
I 1.00 
II . 26 1.00 III . 22 . 12 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 4.98 1.97 1.84 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 16.6 6.6 6.1 
Component II, on the product measure for sales assistants accounted for 6.6% of the 
variance and contained 9 items, two of which were found to be non-salient. A total of 
7 items with loadings ranging from . 
67 to . 42, seem to best describe Inequitable 
Demands. 
Component III, on the product measure for sales assistants accounted for almost the same 
amount of the variance (6.1 %) as the second component, and contained 7 items, two of 
which were also found to be non-salient. A total of 5 items with loadings ranging from 
. 74 to . 
36, appear to best describe Reward Structure, or lack of it. 
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The inter-factor correlation matrix for sales assistants on the JSS - product measure also 
revealed significant positive correlations between the factors, but not as high as the 
correlations found for the latent factors on the intensity and frequency measures. This 
also seems to indicate that the three components of the JSS - product measure for sales 
assistants overlap, and hence, come from the same domain or "job stress". 
18.2 SUPERVISORS 
18.2.1 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - INTENSITY MEASURE 
For the intensity measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was employed on only 29 JSS 
items. Item one or Assignment of Disagreeable Duties, was removed from the analysis, 
since it served only as a standard, against which the other items were compared. 
Latent roots greater than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree or discontinuity test criterion 
revealed two or three factor solutions could be extracted for supervisors on the JSS - 
intensity measure. 
For the three-factor solution, the oblique rotation failed to converge with 25 iterations and 
convergence level had to be increased to 0.01. However, even after successful converging 
with one iteration, the three-factor solution did not satisfy the simple structure criteria nor 
was it psychologically meaningful. That is, according to the pattern matrix, the second 
factor that emerged from the 3-factor solution consisted of only two items (item 13 - 
Difficulty in getting along with supervisor/superior and item 3- Lack of opportunity for 
advancement) and the third-factor contained only one item (item 15 - Insufficient personal 
time to handle an assignment). Moreover, both items in factor-two and the only item in 
factor-three also loaded highly on the first-factor. Given that the three-factor solution did 
not satisfy any of the criteria for factor interpretation, the three-factor solution was 
dropped. 
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For the two-factor solution the oblique rotation converged in 9 iterations. Both factors 
were found to be both parsimonious and psychologically meaningful and to satisfy the 
simple structure criteria. With loadings set at ±. 35, all items were found to be salient 
for both factors, which together accounted for 41.5 % of the data variance. Using Child's 
(1970) tactic of examining item-loadings in descending order, the results of the oblique 
rotated two-factor solutions for supervisors on the JSS -intensity measure are reported in 
Table 18.2.1.1. 
TABLE 18.2.1.1 
TWO-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SUPERVISORS ON THE 
JSS INTENSITY MEASURE (N = 142) 
I. INEQUITABLE DEMANDS & CONDITIONS/WORK-OVERLOAD I II 
26. Meeting deadlines. . 90 
11. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 82 
25. Excessive paper work. . 78 
23. Frequent interruptions. 
. 
75 
24. Frequent changes from boring to demanding activities. . 75 
28. Covering work for another employee. . 73 
16. Making critical on the spot decisions. . 58 
7. Dealing with crisis situations. . 57 
4. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 57 9. Performing tasks not on job description. . 55 
22. Noisy work area. . 48 
27. Insufficient personal time (eg. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 43 
2. Working overtime. . 41 10. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. . 38 
II. LACK OF SUPPORT I II 
13. Difficulty getting along with supervisor/superior. . 82 
14. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 
75 
3. Lack of opportunity for advancement. . 73 
6. Inadequate support by supervisor/superior. . 67 
18. Lack of participation in policy-making decisions. . 58 
12. Periods of inactivity. . 57 
5. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 55 
20. Competition for advancement. . 52 
30. Conflicts with other departments. . 49 
21. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 
49 
29. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 47 
15. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 45 
19. Inadequate salary. . 43 
17. Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. . 42 
8. Lack of recognition for good work. . 39 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II 
I 1.00 
II 
. 
50 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 9.59 2.46 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 31.1 8.5 
11 
Component I, for supervisors on the JSS - intensity measure contains 14 items, with 
loadings ranging from . 
90 to . 
38, and seems to best describe Inequitable Demands & 
Conditions/Work-overload. Component 11, contains 15 items, with loadings ranging from 
82 to . 39, and seems to 
best describe Lack of Support. 
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As expected, the two-component solutions for supervisors on the JSS - intensity measure 
was very similar to the two-component solutions obtained for sales assistants on the JSS - 
intensity measure, and also to the two-component solutions obtained by Turnage & 
Spielberger (1991) on the JSS-intensity measure for other populations. 
Similarly to sales assistants, the inter-factor correlation matrix for supervisors on the JSS - 
intensity measure, also revealed a significantly high positive correlation between the two 
factors, suggesting overlapping of factors. This seems to also indicate that both factors 
come from a common domain or "job stress". 
18.2.2 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - FREQUENCY MEASURE 
For the frequency measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was employed on the 30 JSS 
items. Latent roots greater than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree test criterion revealed 
two, three or four factors could be extracted for supervisors. 
Except for one item on the first factor of the two-factor solution, which was found to load 
equally well on factor three, both two and three factor solutions satisfied the simple 
structure criteria, when loadings were set at ±. 40. However, the two-factor solution with 
an oblique rotation converging in 22 iterations, was found to be the most psychologically 
meaningful, and together the three factors accounted for 37.8% of the data variance. 
Table 18.2.2.1 displays the results of the oblique rotated two-factor solution for 
supervisors, on the JSS - frequency measure, with their respective item-loadings in 
descending order (Child, 1970). Non-salient items are underlined. 
Component I, and most salient factor of the three, accounted for 23.9% of the variance 
and contained 13 items, two of which were found to be non-salient. Item 38 (Lack of 
recognition for good work) shares an equal loading with factor three, and although it fitted 
well on both factors it was retained in this factor. With loadings ranging from . 
80 to . 
42, 
this factor seem to best describe Lack of Support. 
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Component II, accounted for 7.5 % of the variance and contained 10 items, four of which 
were found to be non-salient. With loadings ranging from . 
62 to . 40, this factor seems 
to best describe Inequitable Demands/Work-overload. 
Component III, accounted for 6.4% of the variance and contained 7 items, two of which 
were found to be non-salient. With loadings ranging from . 85 to . 47, this factor seems 
to best describe Inequitable Rewards/Conditions. 
TABLE 18.2.2.1 
THREE-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SUPERVISORS ON THE 
JSS - FREQUENCY MEASURE (N = 145) 
I. LACK OF SUPPORT I II III 
35. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 80 
43. Difficulty in getting along with supervisor/superior. . 71 -. 30 
59. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 
68 
36. Inadequate support by supervisor/superior. . 65 
39. Performing tasks not on job description. . 53 
51. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 50 
38. Lack of recognition for good work. . 50 . 50 
58. Covering work for another employee. . 47 
60. Conflicts with other departments. . 46 
45. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 45 . 33 
48. Lack of participation in policy making decisions. . 42 44. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 39 
31. Assignment of disagreeable duties. . 32 
II. INEQUITABLE DEMANDS/WORK-OVERLOAD I II III 
53. Frequent interruptions. . 
62 
56. Meeting deadlines. . 62 
55. Excessive paper work. . 60 
34. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 
49 
32. Working overtime. . 
43 
57. Insufficient personal time (eg. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 40 
42. Periods of inactivity. -. 38 
41. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 
34 
. 
37 
40. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. . 36 
54. Frequent chan es from boring to demandiag jobs. . 19 
III. INEQUITABLE REWARDS/ CONDITIONS I II III 
50. Competition for advancement. . 
85 
33. Lack of opportunity for advancement. . 77 
49. Inadequate salary. . 60 
37. Dealing with crisis situations. . 
47 
46. Making critical on-the-spot decisions. . 32 . 47 
47. Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. . 38 
52. Noisy work area. . 
36 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II III 
I 1.00 
II . 26 1.00 III . 36 . 15 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 7.18 2.25 1.91 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 23.9 7.5 6.4 
The inter-factor correlation matrix for supervisors on the JSS - frequency measure 
revealed significant high to moderate positive correlation between the factors. The highest 
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correlation being between factor one and three and the lowest, between factor two and 
three. This also seems to indicate overlapping of factors, which again seems to suggest 
that the three factors of the JSS - frequency measure for supervisors come from the same 
domain, or "job stress". 
18.2.3 LATENT STRUCTURE OF THE JSS - PRODUCT MEASURE 
For the product measure, a PCA with oblique rotation was performed on the combined 
"intensity & frequency" stress ratings of the 30 items of the JSS. Latent roots greater 
than unity and Cattell's (1966) scree test criterion revealed 2,3,4,7,8,10, or 12 factor 
solutions could be extracted. However, besides the fact that when three or more factors 
were extracted convergent levels had to be increased for rotation, the two-factor solution 
was found to be the most psychologically meaningful and to adhere to the simple structure 
criterion. Together the two-factor solution accounted for 21.4% of the data variance, 
significantly less than that for sales assistants. 
Table 18.2.3.1, displays the results of the oblique rotated two-factor solution for 
supervisors on the JSS - product measure, with item-loadings in descending order (Child, 
1970). Non-salient items are underlined. 
Component I, with item loadings set at ±. 30, only one out of 16 items was found to be 
non-salient. Similarly to sales assistants, but containing significantly more items and with 
loadings ranging from . 62 to . 30, this factor seems to best describe Lack of Quantitative 
and Qualitative Support, and accounted for 13.9% of the variance. 
Component II, for supervisors on the JSS - product measure, accounted for 7.5 % of the 
variance, and contained 14 items. Five of which were found to be non-salient. With 
loadings ranging from . 61 to . 
32, this factor seems to best describe Inequity. Items with 
the highest loadings seem to be related to Inequitable Rewards, whereas items with the 
lowest loadings seem to be related to Inequitable Demands and Conditions. 
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The inter-factor correlation matrix for supervisors on the JSS - product measure revealed 
a significant but low positive correlation between the two factors. This nevertheless, 
suggest overlapping of factors, which also indicates that for supervisors, both JSS-product 
sub-components come from the same domain, or are measuring the same thing. That is, 
"job stress". 
TABLE 18.2.3.1 
TWO-FACTOR SOLUTION FOR SUPERVISORS ON THE 
JSS - PRODUCT MEASURE (N = 145) 
I. LACK OF QUANTITATIVE & QUALITATIVE SUPPORT I II 
5. Fellow workers not doing their job. . 62 16. Making critical on-the-spot decisions. . 62 28. Covering work for another employee. . 59 6. Inadequate support by supervisor/superior. . 53 
7. Dealing with crisis situations. . 46 29. Poorly motivated co-workers. . 45 
11. Assignment of increased responsibility. . 45 
21. Poor or inadequate supervision. . 44 
23. Frequent interruptions. . 42 30. Conflicts with other departments. . 40 14. Experiencing negative attitudes toward the organisation. . 39 27. Insufficient personal time (eg. coffee breaks, lunch, etc. ). . 36 13. Difficulty getting along with supervisor/superior. . 32 26. Meeting deadlines. 
. 
31 
17. Personal insult from customer/consumer/colleague. . 30 15. Insufficient personnel to adequately handle an assignment. . 27 
II. INEQUITY (REWARDS & CONDITIONS) I II 
19. Inadequate salary. . 61 20. Competition for advancement. . 61 
3. Lack of opportunity for advancement. . 57 8. Lack of recognition for good work. . 57 
18. Lack of participation in policy-making decisions. . 
52 
9. Performing tasks not on job description. 49 
4. Assignment of new or unfamiliar duties. . 
41 
12. Periods of inactivity. . 33 22. Noisy work area. . 32 
25. Excessive paper work. . 29 24. Frequent changes from boring to demanding activities. . 24 1. Assignment of disagreeable duties. . 17 2. Working overtime. -. 17 
10. Inadequate or poor quality equipment. . 16 
INTER-FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: I II 
I 1.00 
II 
. 
17 1.00 
EIGEN VALUES: 4.18 2.24 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIANCE: 13.9 7.5 
18.3 EXTRA JOB-STRESSORS 
In addition to the 30 job-related stressful items, the Spielberger's JSS also included a 
section (see Appendix IV), where respondents were asked to report any stressful situations 
at work that were not covered by the 30-item questionnaire. For each situation reported, 
respondents were ask to rate the amount of stress, and the frequency of occurrence in 
days, during the past six months, they personally experienced the event. 
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After a content analysis, the items that emerged were very similar to the category of item 
in the Job-specific stress questionnaire. The following 16 categories emerged for both 
sales assistants and supervisors, which consisted of stressful situations already covered by 
the job-specific stress questionnaire: 
CATEGORIES OF EXTRA JOB-STRESSORS 
1. Lack of Career Opportunities. 
2. Lack of Job Feedback. 
3. Lack of Autonomy. 
4. Lack of Task Significance. 
5. Lack of Task Identity. 
6. Lack Of Skill Variety. 
7. Work-Overload. 
8. Work-Underload. 
9. Interpersonal Relationships with Customers. 
10. Interpersonal Relationship with Colleagues. 
11. Interpersonal Relationship with Subordinates. 
12. Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 
13. Organisational Climate and Structure. 
14. Environmental Factors. 
These extra job stressor categories appear to further demonstrate that there were a large 
number of individually expressed job stressors not covered by the JSS questionnaire for 
these two populations of retail staff. 
18.4 SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 
As expected, a similar pattern structure emerged for both assistants and supervisors on the 
JSS - intensity measure. More specifically, both groups attributed greater stress intensity 
to stressors related to Inequitable Demands & Conditions(I) and to Lack of Support (II). 
This seems consistent with Turnage and Spielberger's (1991) findings, except that Lack 
of Support was found to be the most salient factor for managers, professionals and clerical 
personnel. 
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For the JSS-frequency measure, being a job-specific stress measure, it was also not 
surprising to find that the two groups differed on the number of factors extracted. More 
specifically, two factors were extracted for sales assistants that seem to best describe 
Inequitable Demands & Conditions and Lack of Support, which were also found to be 
similar to the two-factors extracted for this group on the JSS - intensity scale. For 
supervisors, three-factors were found to be the most meaningful solution, and seem to best 
describe Lack of Support, Inequitable Demands/Work-overload and Inequitable Rewards 
& Conditions, respectively. 
Turnage & Spielberger (1991) also reported that managers perceived more frequent "Job 
Pressures" (ie. what we called "Inadequate Demands and Conditions"), than 
professionals/engineers, who in turn reported more frequent "Job Pressures" than clerical 
personnel. However, it is difficult to compare the two studies on the intensity, frequency 
or product measure (ie., what they called "Job Stress Index" or JSI), when they failed to 
report separate component structures for the three occupational groups, and for each of 
the stress measures. 
However, Turnage & Spielberger (1991) concluded that, after summing the ratings for the 
10 items of the JSS that comprised each of their scales (ie., "lack of support" & "Job 
Pressure", intensity and frequency sub-scales) "all three groups attributed higher stress 
intensity to lack of support stressors than to job pressures, while reporting that job 
pressures occurred more often. Significant group differences were found for the job 
pressure intensity and frequency sub-scales, and for the JSI (determined by summing the 
products of the frequency and intensity scores for all 30 JSS items, and determining the 
average score), but not for the lack of support scale". 
For the product measure, a different pattern structure also emerged for the two groups. 
This seems to indicate that sales assistants and supervisors differ with respect to the kind 
of global work stressors they perceive. However, consistent with Turnage and 
Spielberger's findings, Lack of support, was found to be the most salient stress construct 
for sales assistants and supervisors on the JSS - product measure. If Lack of Support is 
a major source of stress for sales assistants and supervisors, this may have according to 
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House (1986) and Marcelissen et al (1988) direct detrimental effects both at the stressor 
and strain level. That is, social support by colleagues and superiors when present, may 
directly reduce work stressors by posturing the motivation to deal with the distressing 
problem and or by helping with the solution to the problem. For example, supportive 
managers may prevent role overload by allocating tasks to their subordinates that they can 
handle well, or prevent role ambiguity by giving clear and unambiguous directions. 
Secondly, social support when present, may directly reduce strains by for example, 
reducing anxiety and tranquillizing the neuroendocrine system, or by altering the cognitive 
analysis of the problem. 
The second most salient factor for sales assistants and supervisors appears to best describe 
Inequity. A third factor also emerged for sales assistants which seem to be related to the 
Reward Structure of the organisation. Items with the highest loadings on the last factor 
for both sales assistants and supervisors, deal specifically with career opportunities or lack 
of it. These items were also found by Turnage and Spielberger (1991) to be rated 
significantly higher in the stress intensity scale for both professionals and clerical 
personnel than for managers. However, they also found that professionals scored 
significantly higher on the overall JSI than clerical personnel, but managers scores did not 
differ from the other groups. 
Although, Turnage and Spielberger (1991) concluded that their findings "provided further 
evidence that the perceived intensity and frequency of occurrence of organizational 
stressors differs as a function of occupational level and type of work", we found that with 
respect to sales assistants and supervisors this was more difficult to determine with the JSS 
questionnaire than with the Job-specific stress questionnaire. Perhaps because the JSS 
does not tap many of the stressful job situations reported by the two groups. Overall, the 
inter-factor correlation coefficients revealed positive correlations between the factors for 
the two groups, which suggests overlapping of factors which is consistent with the oblique 
rotations employed. This also seems to further indicate that all factors come from the 
same domain, and hence are all therefore measuring "job stress". 
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19.0 MEASUREMENT PROPERTIES: 
The psychometric properties of the instruments were examined independently for sales 
assistants and supervisors, for all measures by: First, estimating their internal-consistency 
reliability through Cronbach's (1951) alpha coefficient. These were first examined for the 
Job-Specific Stress measure and the Spielberger's JSS, Alpha coefficient estimates were 
then examined for the other measures in this study (ie., Eysenck's EPQ-R, Lazarus' 
WCS, and the measures adapted from Davidson and Cooper's study of "Stress and the 
Woman Manager", Psychosomatic Health and Job Satisfaction); Secondly, the concurrent 
validity of the job stress measures were examined by correlating the Job-specific Stress 
sub-scales with the Spielberger's JSS-product measure and sub-scales; Finally, 
discriminant validity estimates were examined by correlating all the job stress measures 
with all the other measures in this study. 
19.1 RELIABILITY ESTIMATES: 
JOB STRESS MEASURES 
Table 19.1.1 (sales assistants) and Table 19.1.2 (supervisors) display the Job-Specific 
Stress measure and Spielberger's three JSS measures, with their respective sub- 
components, alpha coefficients, means, standard deviations, number of items and cases. 
For sales assistants, high reliability coefficients were found for all job-stress measures. 
The highest alpha coefficient was found for the 95 items of the Job-Specific Stress 
measure (. 97), and the lowest, but still highly reliable alpha coefficient was found for the 
30 items of the JSS-product measure (. 80). This seems to indicate that overall, the 
stressful events were consistent for sales assistants on both specific and global measures 
of job stress. 
For sales assistants, high internal-consistent reliability coefficients were also found for all 
the four sub-components of the Job-Specific Stress measure, and for the two sub- 
components of the Spielberger's JSS-intensity and frequency measure. However, high to 
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moderate alpha coefficients were found for the three sub-components of the Spielberger's 
JSS-product measure. 
TABLE 19.1.1 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE JOB-STRESS MEASURES: 
SALES ASSISTANTS 
JOB-STRESS MEASURES/LATENT FACTORS: 
ALPHA MEAN STADEV 
No 
ITEMS 
of 
CASES' 
Job-Specific Stress Survey . 97 208.31 62.55 95 610 
Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors (Fl) . 97 88.95 32.88 42 682 
Organisational Climate & Structure (F2) . 92 50.39 16.38 22 754 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (F3) . 90 29.63 11.05 14 767 Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (F4) . 88 24.96 8.70 10 803 
Spielberger's JSS - Intensity . 94 74.35 19.96 29 391 
Inequitable Demands & Conditions (Fl) . 91 46.30 12.97 18 395 
Lack of Support (F2) . 88 28.13 8.31 11 405 
Spielberger's JSS - Frequency . 90 70.38 45.21 30 359 Inequitable Demands & Conditions (Fl) . 88 54.37 34.57 20 366 Lack of Support (F2) . 78 16.31 15.29 10 392 
Spielberger's JSS - Product . 80 10.76 12.87 30 343 
Lack of Quantitative & Qualitative Support (Fl) . 75 4.55 6.50 11 388 
Inequitable Demands (F2) . 62 1.50 3.97 7 387 
Reward Structure (F3) . 60 2.05 3.92 5 387 
Number of cases vary due to missing observations & unequal number of cases for each questionnaire. 
The high alpha coefficients for the four sub-components of the Job-Specific Stress 
measure, seems to indicate that one can reliably use these item-components to measure 
different aspects of job stress for sales assistants. This was also found to be the case for 
the sub-components of the Spielberger's JSS-intensity and frequency measures, and 
perhaps for the first sub-component of the JSS-product measure. 
Overall, the fact that only the Spielberger's 30 items on the JSS-product measure show 
high internal consistency (ie., alpha =. 80), appears to suggest that the number of items 
in each product sub-component, may not be sufficient to tap the entire domain. Although, 
for sales assistants, the sub-components of both JSS-frequency and -intensity measures JSS 
also show high internal consistency, the two measures by themselves may not be sufficient 
to give a relative true score of job stress. 
For supervisors, high reliability coefficients were also found for the 101 items of the Job- 
Specific Stress Survey, and for the five sub-components. High reliability coefficients 
were also found for the 30 items of the Spielberger's JSS-intensity and -frequency 
measures. However, except for the sub-components of the JSS-intensity measure and for 
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the first sub-component of the JSS-frequency measure, that were also found to be highly 
consistent, moderate to low alpha coefficient were found for the remaining two sub- 
components of the JSS-frequency measure and for the JSS-product measure and sub- 
components. 
TABLE 19.2.1 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF THE JOB-STRESS MEASURES: SUPERVISORS 
JOB-STRESS MEASURES/LATENT FACTORS: 
ALPHA MEAN STADEV 
No 
ITEMS 
of 
CASES' 
Job-Specific Stress Survey . 97 225.76 62.38 101 175 
Interpersonal Relations with Superiors 
& Organisation (F1) 
. 
97 98.13 35.72 44 225 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (F2) . 91 33.39 12.01 14 220 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (F3) . 
87 25.20 8.80 13 256 
Work-Overload (F4) . 90 37.10 11.44 14 260 
Environmental & Social Work Conditions (F5) . 85 18.78 48.45 10 251 
Spielberger's JSS - Intensity . 92 83.83 17.74 29 135 
Inequitable Demands & Conditions (F1) . 89 40.10 9.90 14 138 
Lack of Support (F2) . 88 44.04 10.00 15 142 
Spielberger's JSS - Frequency . 88 109.62 45.23 30 130 
Lack of Support (Fl) . 82 39.25 20.70 11 139 
Inequitable Demands/Work-Overload (F2) . 68 29.25 12.12 6 142 
Inequitable Conditions (F3) . 
72 14.92 11.01 5 138 
Spielberger's JSS - Product . 
76 8.67 10.59 30 125 
Lack of Quantitative & Qualitative Support (F1) . 74 4.56 7.07 15 135 
Inequity (F2) . 63 2.93 4.73 9 136 
'NUMxr of raves vary due to missing observation. & unequal number of case. for each quest lonnaire. 
The moderate to low alpha coefficient estimates for the two sub-components of the JSS- 
frequency measure, and for 30 items of JSS-product measure and sub-components, seems 
to again indicate that one cannot reliably use all the JSS-frequency sub-components or the 
JSS-product sub-components to measure different aspects of job stress for supervisors. 
This further indicates that the number of items may not be sufficient to tap the entire 
domain. 
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19.2 RELIABILITY ESTIMATES FOR 
ALL OTHER MEASURES 
Table 19.2.1 (sales assistants) and Table 19.2.2 (supervisors) displays the alpha reliability 
coefficients, mean, standard deviations, number of items and cases for Eysenck's EPQ-R 
scales; Davidson and Cooper's Psychosomatic Health and Job Satisfaction scales; and 
finally Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scales. 
For the Eysenck's short version of the EPQ-R, the reliability coefficients for the 
psychoticism or P scale were found to be very low for both sales assistants (. 42) and 
supervisors (. 57). Similarly, moderate to low reliabilities were found for sales assistants 
(. 74) and supervisors (. 65) on the Lie scale. In contrast, the reliabilities for the 
extraversion or E scale, are high for both sales assistants (. 87) and supervisors (. 86); and 
high to moderate reliabilities were also found for sales assistants (. 80) and supervisors 
(. 72), on the neuroticism or N scale. 
Although, the reliability of the P scale has previously been criticised for being very low, 
according to Eysenck et al (1985), this may be due to the fact that the P scale taps several 
different facets, such as: hostility, cruelty, lack of empathy, non-conformism, etc., and 
thus may exhibit reliabilities lower than would be expected for a scale like Extraversion, 
which comprises largely of items only dealing with sociability and activity. 
Eysenck points out that the new revised EPQ P scale of 32 items displays higher reliability 
coefficients for both males (. 78) and females (. 76) than those quoted for males (. 74) and 
females (. 68) on the EPQ manual (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1975). However, the 
reliabilities quoted by Eysenck et al for their two samples on the short version of the EPQ 
P scale, for both males (. 68 & . 62) and females (. 51 & . 61) are still low, even though 
slightly higher than those found for sales assistants in this study, a predominantly female 
sample. 
The low reliability coefficients for sales assistants and supervisors on the EPQ P scale 
suggests low internal-inconsistency, even if this may be due to the several different facets 
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in this dimension. For this reason both the P scale and the Lie scale need to be 
interpreted with caution in any further analysis in this study. 
TABLE 19.2.1 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF EYSENCK'S EPQ-R, PSYCHOSOMATIC 
HEALTH, JOB SATISFACTION & WAYS OF COPING SCALES: 
SALES ASSISTANTS 
MEASURES: 
ALPHA MEAN STADEV 
No 
ITEMS 
of 
CASES 
Eyeenck'e EPQ-R 
Psychoticism . 42 1.41 1.34 12 365 
Extraversion . 87 8.01 3.42 12 354 
Neuroticism . 80 5.41 3.17 12 367 Lie . 74 6.73 2.75 12 365 
Davidson & Cooper's 
Psychosomatic Health . 83 43.18 9.51 24 398 
Job Satisfaction . 85 5.10 1.79 2 400 
Lazarus' WCS 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING . 75 11.55 6.03 2 417 
Planful Problem Solving . 79 7.11 3.66 6 411 
Confrontive Coping . 71 4.43 3.08 6 409 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING . 87 37.51 17.86 6 417 
Distancing . 71 6.49 3.39 6 407 
Self-Controlling . 76 8.08 4.11 7 413 
Seeking Social Support . 80 7.29 3.79 6 411 
Accepting Responsibility . 75 4.26 2.67 4 411 
Escape-Avoidance . 80 5.53 4.57 8 407 
Positive Reappraisal . 79 5.89 4.09 7 408 
For both sales assistants and supervisors, high reliability coefficients were found for both 
Psychosomatic Health and Job Satisfaction, which seems to indicate that the items on both 
of these scales show consistency for both groups. 
High reliability coefficients were found for both sales assistants (. 87) and supervisors (. 84) 
on Lazarus' Emotion-focused coping scale, which comprised six scales. However, a more 
moderate reliability coefficient was found for sales assistants (. 75), and a low reliability 
was found for supervisors (. 64), on Lazarus' Problem-focused scale, which comprised two 
scales. This seems to suggest that Emotion-focused coping is a more reliable scale for 
these two samples than Problem-focused coping. 
Individually, Lazarus' eight coping scales showed high to moderate reliabilities for sales 
assistants, and moderate to low reliabilities for supervisors. 
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TABLE 19.2.2 
PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF EYSENCK'S EPQ-R, PSYCHOSOMATIC 
HEALTH, JOB SATISFACTION & LAZARUS' WAYS OF COPING SCALES: 
SUPERVISORS 
MEASURES: 
ALPHA MEAN STADEV 
No 
ITEMS 
of 
CASES 
Eysenck's EPQ-R 
Psychoticism . 57 1.59 1.58 12 134 
Extraversion . 86 8.27 3.32 12 129 
Neuroticism . 72 5.33 2.74 12 129 Lie 
. 
65 6.00 2.49 12 132 
Davidson & Cooper's 
Psychosomatic Health . 81 46.79 9.25 24 123 
Job Satisfaction . 81 5.13 1.78 2 119 
Lazarus' WCS 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING . 64 14.34 5.65 2 129 Planful Problem Solving . 77 8.69 3.55 6 125 
Confrontive Coping . 71 5.81 3.01 6 125 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING . 84 41.57 15.97 6 129 
Distancing 
. 
74 6.60 3.39 6 127 
Self-Controlling . 70 9.27 3.78 7 126 
Seeking Social Support 
. 
71 8.34 3.34 6 127 
Accepting Responsibility . 62 5.12 2.22 4 128 Escape-Avoidance 
. 
78 5.68 4.46 8 126 
Positive Reappraisal . 76 6.64 3.82 7 128 
According to Folkman and Lazarus' (1988c) manual for the Ways of Coping 
Questionnaire, the alpha coefficients found for the 8 scales, averaged over five occasions 
for a sample of 150 individuals, were higher than the alphas reported for most other 
measures of coping processes. These ranged from . 79 for Positive Reappraisal, . 
76 for 
Seeking Social Support, . 72 for Escape-Avoidance, . 70 for both Confrontive Coping and 
Self-Controlling, . 68 
for Planful Problem Solving, . 66 for Accepting Responsibility, and 
. 
61 for Distancing. 
The scale reliability found in this study compared favourably with those reported by 
Folkman and Lazarus (1988c). With the exception of Seeking Social Support, Accepting 
Responsibility and Positive Reappraisal, upon which supervisors showed lower reliability 
coefficients. This study found higher reliability coefficients for both subject groups on 
the remaining five coping scales. 
Folkman & Lazarus (1988c) also argue that, because coping processes are variable, 
traditional test-retest estimates of reliability are inappropriate. Moreover, not all evidence 
suggests a good deal of convergence with respect to the reliability or stability of several 
factors (eg. Vitaliano, Russo, Carr, Maiuro & Becker, 1985). According to Folkman & 
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Lazarus (1988c) it is unclear whether variance in the factor structure is a function of 
persons, situations, or methods of administration, or whether it is due to psychometric 
properties, such as lack of reliability of the measurements themselves. 
19.3 ISSUES RELATING TO VALIDITY 
In order to establish what the Job-Specific Stress sub-components are measuring, these 
were correlated with the JSS-product component score and its sub-components, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors. Secondly, since concurrent validity is 
not an entirely satisfactory aspect of validity, in order to establish what the test does not 
measure, the Job-Specific Stress sub-components, the JSS-product component score and 
its sub-components were correlated with several other external variables. 
Table 19.3.1 (sales assistants) and Table 19.3.2 (supervisors), display the Pearson 
correlation matrix for concurrent validity. Table 19.3.3 (sales assistants) and Table 
19.3.4 (supervisors), display the correlation matrix for discriminant validity. 
TABLE 19.3.1 
PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX - CONCURRENT VALIDITY ESTIMATES 
SALES ASSISTANTS (No of cases) 
Job-Specific Stress Measures: JSS-Product Measures: 
iss F1 F2 F3 
Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors (F1) . 15*** . 07 . 04 . 19*** (412) (410) (412) (411) 
Organisational Climate & Structure (F2) . 27*** . 20*** . 11** . 19*** (412) (410) (412) (411) 
Lack of Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (F3) . 27*** . 19*** . 07 . 31*** (412) (410) (412) (411) 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (F4) . 18*** . 15*** . 09* . 10* (412) (410) (412) (411) 
"P a . 
05; ""V a . 
01. "'P = . 
001 
VMIMLE DEFINITIONS: 
J89-ppOWCr SUB-FACFORS: F1 Lack of Quantitative and Qualitative Support. 
P2 Inequitable Denand.. 
F3 Reward Structure- 
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TABLE 19.3.2 
PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX - CONCURRENT VALIDITY ESTIMATES 
SUPERVISORS (Noof s) 
Job-Specific Stress Measures: JSS-Product Measures: 
JSS F1 F2 
Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation. (Fl) -. 19** -. 18** -. 07 
(143) (143) (143) 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. (F2) . 05 . 02 . 13 (143) (143) (143) 
Lack of Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities. (F3) 
. 12 . 
04 
. 
26*** 
(143) (143) (143) 
Work - Overload. (F4) 
. 
08 
. 07 . 07 
.1 141i 3a{i Environmental & Social - Work Conditions. (F5) 0 . 10 . 08 . 09 (143) (143) (143) 
VARIABLES DEFINITIONS: 
J! /-noaIcT am-IALTD , £1 Lack of puapt itatlte i Qual ltat lte Support: 
F2 Ipegflty. 
TABLE 19.3.3 
PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX - DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY ESTIMATES 
SALES ASSISTANTS (No of cases) 
VARIABLES: STRESS MEASURES 
JOB-SPE CIFIC JSS - PRODUCT Fl F2 F3 F4 JSS Fl F2 F3 
Eyeenck'e EPQ-R 
PSYCHOTICISM . 06 . 10* . 07 . 04 -. 08 . 00 -. 11 -. 01 (378) (378) (377) (376) (108) (106) (108) (1071 
EXTRAVERSION 
. 
10* 
. 08 . 
16*** 
. 04 -. 00 -. 01 . 
05 
. 
05 
(378) (378) (377) (376) (108) (106) (108) (1071 
NEUROTICISM . 13** . 18*** . 11* . 22*** -. 04 -. 04 -. 13 -. 07 378) 9781 1771 1-17, ) 1081 I1uI 1ue 1u7 
Davidson & Cooper's 
PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH 
. 
27*** 
. 38*** . 
30*** 
. 32*** . 
09 
. 07 -. 01 . 
06 
(415) (415) (415) (414) (144) (144) (144) (1441 
JOB SATISFACTION . 34*** . 41*** . 54*** . 26*** . 26*** . 18** . 12 . 22** (400) (4001 (400) (400) (139) (139) (139) (139) 
ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION 
. 
09* 
. 
05 
. 08 . 
03 -. 09 -. 10 -. 01 -. 08 (413) (413) (413) (412) (144) (144) (144) (144) 
CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION -. 01 . 06 . 04 . 03 -. 09 . 02 -. 06 -. 07 (405) (405) (405) (404) (144) (139) (139) (13 i 
Lazarus' WCS 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING . 30*** . 28*** . 21*** . 16*** . 14* . 05 . 11 . 15* (418) (418! (418) (418) (156) (156) (156) 056 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING . 25*** . 21*** . 15*** . 10* . 14* . 05 . 10 . 13* (418) (418) (418) (419) (156) (156) (156) (156) 
CONFRONTIVE COPING . 30*** . 30*** . 23*** . 20*** . 11 . 03 . 10 . 14* (417) (4171 (417) (417) (156) (156) (156) (15b 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING . 36*** . 38*** . 31*** . 25*** . 16* . 07 . 16* . 11 (417) (4171 (417) (417) (156) (156) (156) (15'ý 
DISTANCING . 26*** . 29*** . 27*** . 20*** . 13* . 07 . 11 . 08 (417) (417) (417) (417) (156) (156) (156) (15b, 
SELF-CONTROLLING . 31*** . 30*** . 25*** . 20*** . 11 . 07 . 11 . 06 (417) (417) (417) (417) (156) (156) (156) (1561 
SEEKING SOCIAL SUPPORT . 27*** . 
23*** 
. 
21*** 
. 
16*** 
. 10 . 
03 
. 
08 
. 09 (417) (417) (417) (417) (156) (156) (166) (15b) 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY . 32*** . 27*** . 23*** . 17*** . 13* . 08 . 13* . 14* (417) (417) (417) (417) (156) (156) (156) (156) 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE . 33*** . 48*** . 31*** . 33*** . 22** . 12 . 23** . 14* (417) (417) (417) (4171 (156) (156) (156) (156) 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL . 21*** . 22*** . 19*** . 08 . 07 -. 00 . 13* . 03 
1 
(417) (417) (417) (417) (156) (156) (150 (156) 
"{- " . 
OS. ""P + -01: 
"""P " . 
001 
VARIABLE DEFINITIONS: 
.;.. f 54»clllc 
Stress Measures: . vyproduCt Measures: 
F1 Interpersonal Relattonahtp . 11h Superlot.. Fl Lack Of Support. 
ra organlaatlonal Climate & Structure. ra Inequitable Demand.. 
I7 Job Chara Cterl, tlc" & Promotion Opportunltie.. ra Reward Structure. 
P4 interpersonal Relationship with Cu. toaert. 
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TABLE 19.3.4 
PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX - DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY ESTIMATES 
SUPERVISORS (No of cases) 
VARIABLES: STRESS MEASURES 
JOB-SPECIFIC JSS-PRODUCT 
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 JSS Fl F2 
Eysenck's EPQ-R 
PSYCHOTICISM . 16* . 02 . 19** . 20** . 00 -. 09 -. 11 -. 04 (136) (136) (136) (136) (136) ( 57) ( 57) ( 57) 
EXTRAVERSION -. 08 -. 09 -. 07 -. 12 -. 05 -. 08 -. 06 -. 06 (136) (136) (136) (136) (136) ( 57) ( 57) ( 57) 
NEUROTICISM . 25** . 34** . 15* . 33** . 25** . 12 . 09 . 07 (136) (136) (136) (136) (136) ( 57) ( 57) ( 57) 
Davidson & Cooper's 
PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH . 26** . 37*** . 22** . 38*** . 36*** . 07 . 03 . 04 (124) (123) (124) (123) (124) ( 36) ( 36) ( 36) 
JOB SATISFACTION . 
29*** 
. 35*** . 
43*** 
. 
39*** 
. 
19* 
. 
38** 
. 
12 
. 
50*** 
(119) (118) (119) (118) (119) ( 35) ( 35) ( 35 
ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION . 12 -. 01 . 03 . 09 . 12 . 03 -. 04 . 16 (124) (123) (124) (123) (124) ( 36) ( 36) ( 36) 
CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION 
. 
09 
. 
12 
. 
09 
. 
17* 
. 08 . 30* . 20 . 
29* 
(122) (121) (122) (121) (122) ( 35) 4)) i ý. ý. 
Lazarus' WCS 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING . 16* . 08 . 02 . 
25** 
. 
18* 
. 
14 
. 10 . 06 (130) (129) (130) (129) (130) ( 50) ) Sol ( SW 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING 
. 
12 
. 
03 
. 01 . 20** . 
11 
. 08 . 
05 
. 
04 
(130) (129) (130) (129) (130) ) 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
CONFRONTIVE COPING . 18* . 12 . 04 . 28*** . 21** . 15 . 12 . 07 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING . 21** . 19* . 16* . 36*** . 18* . 03 . 01 -. 04 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ( 50) ( 5D 
DISTANCING . 16* . 11 . 18* . 25** . 15* -. 02 -. 06 -. 02 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
SELF-CONTROLLING . 17* . 16* . 18* . 38*** . 17* -. 06 -. 11 -. 06 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ) 50) ( 5ol 
SEEKING SOCIAL SUPPORT . 13 . 13 . 05 . 18* . 08 -. 07 . 04 -. 18 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY . 16* . 05 -. 02 . 18* . 14 . 07 . 02 . 01 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ) 50) ( 50) ( 501 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE . 22** . 27*** . 19** . 41*** . 21** . 09 . 01 . 05 (126) i 128) (129) (128) (129) ) 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL 
. 
12 
. 
07 
. 
09 
. 
19** 
. 
05 
. 14 . 15 -. 01 (129) (128) (129) (128) (129) ( 50) ( 50) ( 50) 
"P . ý'-; ""P + . 01; ... Pa . 001 
VARIABLE DEFINITIONS: 
Jod-9pectttc St ess Mea suresý Job-Product Measures: 
PI Interpersonal Relationship with Supers "i Organisation. Fl Lack of Support. 
Pi interpersonal Relationship luck ustoaer:. Fa Inequity. 
Pi Job CEaracterlstiCR L Pýtlon Opportunities. 
Pa Work - Overload. 
PS En. tronwental i Social - Mork Conditions. 
For sales assistants the results on Table 19.3.1, for the concurrent validity, indicate that 
the Spielberger's JSS-product score and its sub-factors correlate positively with most of 
the Job-Specific Stress factors. However, the need to modify the JSS measure for 
different populations and situations, is evident in the findings that for supervisors (Table 
19.3.2) the JSS-Product factor score correlated with only one factor, and its sub-factors 
tapped only two factors out of the five, in the Job-Specific Stress measure. This seems 
to suggest that the 30 JSS-items do not cover sufficiently the full range of possible facets 
of job stress for supervisors. 
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Correlations between Personality measures & Job Stressors: 
The results of the Pearson correlation matrix for sales assistants and supervisors, displayed 
in Table 19.3.3 and Table 19.3.4 respectively, indicate that the JSS-product measure and 
sub-scales did not correlate with any of the Eysenck's EPQ-R scales. This however, does 
not appear to be consistent with for example, the state-trait anxiety theories, which predict 
a link between high neuroticism and vulnerability to stress (Endler & Edwards, 1982; 
Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985a, b,; Spielberger et al., 1970); or with the arousal-oriented 
personality theories that have linked such personality dimensions as extraversion- 
introversion, sensation seeking, anxiety, neuroticism, and intensity of stimulation as a 
source of stress, to the concept of arousal and arousability (Lundberg, 1982; McGrath, 
1970; Weick, 1970, Cox, 1978; Strelau & Eysenck, 1987; Strelau, 1988). 
For example, the arousal-oriented personality dimensions approach assume that there are 
relatively stable individual differences in the level of arousal. According to Gray (1964), 
individuals characterized by high levels of "arousability" have a lower tolerance to 
stressors of high intensity caused by the process of augmentation of acting stimuli, than 
individuals low on arousability. However, Strelau (1988) also pointed out that, under low 
levels of arousal, there is also a decrease in tolerance to stimuli of low stimulative value, 
caused by a suppression of processes. 
The main differences between personality dimensions, according to Strelau (1988), 
concerns the different anatomical and physiological mechanisms underlying arousal, and 
the different aspects of the behaviour in which arousal is expressed. The physiological 
mechanisms of extraversion-introversion have been regarded by Eysenck (1967,1970) as 
the reticula-cortical arousal loop. Extraverts unlike Introverts are characterized as having 
a generally lower level of arousal. Thus, for introverts, stimuli of lower intensity evoke 
a negative hedonic tone (the state of stress) as compared with extraverts, and the range 
of stimuli that evoke this state will be broader where introverts are concerned (Eysenck, 
1981). Indeed experimental studies of human performance have demonstrated the 
importance of personality variables, in particular arousal-based dimensions of personality 
and the stimulation value of situations (Geen, 1984; Strelau, 1983) many of which are 
related to aspects of work. For example Hockey (1972) reviewed the evidence which 
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suggests extraverts prefer and work best in noisy environments while the opposite is true 
of introverts. Introverts are thought to perform better on tasks that require persistence and 
patience, than extraverts who are expected to fluctuate and show less consistency 
(Eysenck, 1967,1971). 
Similarly, by considering the Yerks-Dodson & Hebb's (1955) concept of arousal, and 
assuming that arousal is a function of work demands or conditions (eg., complexity, 
novelty, variety, difficulty), and that the intensity of stimulation is determined by the 
individual's cognitive appraisal and by the individual's tolerability (Lazarus, 1966) or 
"vulnerability" (Appley & Trumbull, 1967) to stressors, and by what Strelau (1988) 
refered to "individuals-specific stimulation processing (ie., modulation of physiological 
intensity of stimuli and cognitive appraisal): one may conclude that work situations above 
and below the individual's needs for stimulation evoke a state of stress, which may lead 
to changes in physiological, psychological and behavioural reactions as well as in the level 
of performance. 
It is therefore, reasonable to expect that individual's with high extraversion scores 
(sociable/ full of activity/ positive mood) to be less tolerante of high intensity work 
stressors and of work stressors that are perhaps both high on intensity and frequency. 
Whereas individual's with high neuroticism scores (unstable neurotics/ negative mood) are 
as predicted by McCrae (1990) more likely to find any environment stressful. 
Furnham & Zacherl (1986) have even suggested that jobs should be classified into the 
three-dimensional Eysenck personally theory framework, given that individuals tend to 
choose jobs congruent to their personality. They found that computer programmers unlike 
analysts, tend to be introverts who prefer to work in a technical environment. However, 
they argue that when programmers are promoted to analysts and have to work in a more 
social environment, they were forced to adopt different pattern of behaviours, namely 
those associated with extraversion, and this could result in a great deal of stress. They 
also reported a study by Blunt (1978) who found that personnel managers had higher 
neuroticism scores than finance or production managers, and that that sales and marketing 
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managers were most extraverted, whereas as technical and transport employees were most 
introverted. 
Eysenck and Eysenck (1975) manual for the EPI, reviewed previous studies, and 
concluded that women, members of lower economic strata, and urban subjects tended to 
score higher on neuroticism. Consistent with Eysenck's findings, the average scores for 
neuroticism and extraversion scales, for both sales assistants and supervisors, were found 
to be slightly higher than the average scores reported by Eysenck et al (1985) for a sample 
of female students, teachers and a variety of subjects, with an average age of 31-40 years 
(ie., N: mean= 5.50, SD=2.92; E: mean=7.37, SD=3.18). However, sales assistants 
and supervisors average mean scores and standard deviations, were very similar for all 
four EPQ-R dimensions. 
For the Job-specific stress measures, correlations with the three personality dimension 
were in the predicted direction for the two groups of workers. However, correlations 
between the job-specific stressors and the neuroticism scale were found to be higher for 
sales assistants than supervisors. 
Sales assistants with high Psychoticism scores (toughminded) were found to have a 
modest, but positive association with work stressors related to "Organisational Climate and 
Structure". Whereas, supervisors with high Psychoticism scores were found to have a 
higher positive association with work stressors related to "Job Characteristics and 
Promotion Opportunities" and "Work-Overload", and a more modest positive association 
with "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors". These modest correlations may be due 
to the fact that the Psychoticism scale taps a wide variety of facets, and has a low 
reliability coefficient. Nevertheless, given the high correlations between job dissatisfation 
and these job stressors for both groups, the results may also show consistency with 
Furnham and Zacherl (1986) findings. That is, they found that individuals with high 
Psychoticism scores were less satisfied with their supervisors, the nature of their work and 
their co-workers than individuals with low Psychoticism scores (tenderminded). 
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Unlike supervisors, sales assistants with high Extraversion scores tend to perceive 
significantly more job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors", and 
in particular related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", than sales 
assistants with low Extraversion scores. These results can perhaps be explained in terms 
of Eysenck's arousal theory. 
Finally, it was not surprising to find a positive correlation between the Neuroticism scale 
and all the Job-Specific stressors for both sales assistants and supervisors, even though this 
was not the case for the JSS measure. This appears to be consistent with most studies to 
date, that have shown that Neuroticism not only is associated with psychological distress, 
but also correlated with life event and chronic stress measures (Ormel & Wohlfarth, 
1991). According to McCrae (1990), Neuroticism includes more than a susceptibility to 
psychological distress, it also indicates a tendency to have unrealistic ideas, an inability 
to control urges, and inefficient ways of coping with stress. Thus, as predicted 
individuals high on neuroticism perceive much more job-specific stress than those who are 
low on neuroticism. 
Overall, the high positive correlation for both groups between neuroticism and 
"Interpersonal Relations with Superiors, Organisation, Co-workers and Workload" as 
opposed to a more modest correlation with "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities", are consistent with the findings that individuals high on neuroticism are 
also prone to "trouble with the boss" (McCrae, 1990), poor social relationships (Hotard 
et al., 1989), dissatisfaction with the amount of work, co-workers and pay (Furnham & 
Zacherl, 1986). 
Correlations between job stressors & psychosomatic health/ iob satisfaction 
Correlations between some stressors and some outcomes are well established, at least for 
perceptions of the work environment with self-reported outcomes, even if the causal 
nature of these relationships is open to question (Spector et al., 1988). 
211 
Our findings appear to be consistent with Spector's findings and of other researchers. For 
example, similarly to our results, Spector et al (1988) argued that the strongest 
correlations occur among affective variables and perceptions of job characteristics, such 
as autonomy and job satisfaction or frustation. Evidence of the stressful effects of 
workload have also been found. For example, Spector (1987) found significant positive 
correlations between workload and anxiety, frustration, reported symptoms, and job 
dissatisfaction. Ganster, Fusilier, and Mayes (1986) found positive relationships between 
underload and dissatisfaction, symptoms, and depression. 
According to Keenan and Newton (1985), interpersonal conflict has received little 
attention in the literature, despite its apparent importance. However, Spector (1987) 
found significant positive correlations of interpersonal conflict at work with anxiety, 
frustration, symptoms, and dissatisfaction. Research has also shown that organisational 
constraints (ie., conditions at work that prevent employees from preforming their job or 
achieving their goals) can lead to adverse affective reactions (O'Connor et al., 1982). 
Finally, research on occupational stress has repeatedly demonstrated that repetitive jobs 
of low complexity are associated with low self-esteem and job dissatisfaction, and that 
such work conditions are associated with both absenteeism and psychosomatic disease 
(Vingerhoets & Marcelissen, 1988). It was not surprising therefore, given the nature of 
the retail staff job (ie., filling shelves, ordering and tidying up stock, dealing with 
customers exchanges and vouchers, etc. ) to find high positive correlations for sales 
assistants and supervisors between all Job-Specific stressors and Psychosomatic 
Complaints, and between all Job-Specific stressors and Job Dissatisfaction. 
These findings also appear consistent with Davidson and Cooper's (1983) study. They 
found a high association for women managers, between job dissatisfaction and 
organisational climate and poor supervision, together with a non-positive style of 
management; and five variables associated with psychosomatic complaints (ie., workload, 
leadership/authority role, non-positive management styles, home/partner relationships and 
being single). 
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However, with respect to the theoretically-based JSS-Product measure of job stress and 
its sub-scales, we found no significant correlations with Psychosomatic Health, for either 
sales assistants or supervisors. 
Notwithstanding this, a high positive association was found between the JSS-product 
measure and job dissatisfaction, together with "Lack of Support" (Factor-1) and "Reward 
Structure" (Factor-3), for sales assistants. A more modest positive correlation was also 
found between Job Dissatisfaction and the JSS-product measures and with one of its sub- 
scales (Factor-2 or "Inequity"), for supervisors. 
There appears to be some evidence for the validity of job environment self-reports, which 
are assumed to represent perceptions of that environment and health outcomes (Spector 
et al., 1988). For example, self-reports of job conditions have been shown to significantly 
relate to objective or at least other source measure of those conditions (eg., Algera, 1983). 
Laboratory (Farth & Scott, 1983) and field (eg., Hackman, Pearce & Wolfe, 1978) 
manipulations of job conditions cause measurable changes in self-reports of those 
conditions. Finally, Parkes (1982) has shown how affective reactions can vary as a 
function of job change. However, alternative explanations for the associations between 
self-reports of stressors and outcomes, have been proposed. 
The first alternative explanation, has also been called the "reverse causality model" 
(Spector et al, 1988), argues that it is the existence of poor outcomes that causes an 
individual to perceive the job as stressful. The idea of reverse causality comes from the 
work of Staw (1975), who found that reports of group characteristics were strongly 
affected by the subjects belief that the work group was performing either well or poorly. 
The second possible explanation, is a "reciprocal causational model" (Spector et al., 
1988), in which outcomes are both the cause and effect of perceived characteristics of the 
job. According to the attitude-cause-perceptions view, an individual who is satisfied and 
feels good at work will see the characteristics of a job in favourable terms. Thus, in 
describing job stressors, the individual will tend to respond in a favourable or low-stress 
direction. James and Tetrick (1986) used complex causal modelling to test theoretical 
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models relating to perceptions of job conditions (not necessarily stressors) and job 
satisfaction. They found that perceptions caused satisfaction, which in turn affected 
perceptions. However, in a longitudinal causal study by Kohn and Schooler (1982), based 
entirely on self-report data, they found support for a model in which perceived job 
conditions were both a cause and effect of distress. 
Several researchers have also suggested that the stress-health relationships are due to 
"entangling of independent and dependent variables" (Vingerhoets & Marcelissen, 1988; 
Fineman & Payne, 1981). That is, associations between stress and health may be due to 
the similarities that exist between the two variables, particularly when using cross- 
sectional designs, in which the dynamics between the individual and the environment may 
be important factors. 
Another possibility, is that a third variable or set of variables cause perceptions and 
outcomes (ie., "external cause model"). This can arise in two ways (Spector et al., 
1988): Method variance (ie., systematic bias inherent in a method) has been suggested 
as a possible contaminator of relations among self-report variables of perceived job 
conditions and affective reactions (eg., Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Roberts & Glick, 1981). 
However, Spector (1987) found little support for this explanation. Another explanation 
is that general dispositions cause self-reported scales to correlate. Schroeder and Costa 
(1984) have also suggested that these associations are present due to confounding 
personality variables, such as neuroticism. That is, the neurotic individual who sees 
everything in a negative light, is highly anxious, frustrated, dissatisfied, and perceives the 
world as stressful. 
In an attempt to explore the convergent and discriminant validities of self-report measures 
Spector et al (1988) employed a multitrait-multimethod analysis of supervisors and 
subordinate variables, in a sample of female secretaries. They found that five of eight 
measures (autonomy, workload, job satisfaction, reports of number of hours worked per 
week, and number of people worked) showed reasonable validities. Role ambiguity, 
constraints, and interpersonal conflict showed little validity. They argued that this might 
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have been produced by a defensiveness bias on the part of supervisors, and that additional 
data, from peers, trained observers, or objective indicators, are needed. 
Spector et al (1988) comparing the correlations between stressors and outcomes between 
supervisors and subordinates, found similar patterns, but smaller correlations for the 
supervisors variables. The largest correlation found was between supervisors autonomy 
and job performance (. 39). They concluded that, "these modest correlations suggest the 
possibility that the work environment is less important than often assumed, or that the 
general stress framework is inadequate or incomplete". Their multitrait-multimethod 
analysis nevertheless, found little evidence for method variance or overriding dispositional 
effect, and supported the general environment-perception-outcome model in that 
supervisors reports of stressors were somewhat correlated with outcomes. 
Correlations for this study, between job stressors with health and satisfaction outcomes 
were also higher for sales assistants than for supervisors, and exceeded those reported by 
Spector et al (1988). This therefore, appears to support the importance of the work 
environment as a potential source of stress for this sample, and also perhaps the general 
stress framework proposed by Cox (1978). That is, if the workplace is perceived as an 
inherently stressful environment, this may "cause" a number of cognitive, emotional, and 
behavioural reactions, which in vulnerable individuals may result in health symptoms and 
disease. However, given the cross-sectional design of this study the issue of cause and 
effect cannot be resolved with confidence. These results like that of Spector et al (1988), 
provided only tests of hypotheses derived from competing causal models. 
Nevertheless, one cannot rule out the reciprocal model suggested by James and Tetrick 
(1986), or that certain personality dimensions and other variables may influence 
perceptions. However, in Spector et al., (1988) view "these variables complicate, but do 
not change, the basic assumption that self-reports reflect the environment". 
The absence of significant correlations between the JSS-Product and sub-component 
stressors with the psychosomatic health measure for both sales assistants and supervisors, 
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and only a few positive correlations with job satisfaction, appears to suggest that the items 
on the JSS measure were insufficient to cover the entire domain of stressful situations. 
Correlations between job stressors & Alcohol/ Cigarette consumption: 
One possible mechanism linking stress to illness may be through maladaptive behaviors 
which, in the short-term are said to be positively reinforcing or a means of relaxing, may 
in the long-term increase the risk to illness. Steptoe (1991) refers to these behaviours (eg. 
smoking and alcohol consumption) as "displacement activities with an intentional 
component", and includes them under the rubric of "emotion-focused behavioural coping". 
These behaviours can become habitual, and have been shown to increase in times of 
stress. For example, Conway et al (1981) in a longitudinal study, found that habitual 
cigarette smoking and coffee drinking were positively associated with tendencies to 
perceive high levels of recurrent stress in 34 senior navy officers, whose job involved 
marked, systematic variations in occupational stress. However, they did not find any 
associations between alcohol consumption and stress perceptions. This they argued, could 
have been due to the high work load, heavy responsibilities, and lack of easy access to 
alcohol during the high stress period. On-duty intoxication is also a punishable offence. 
Cigarette smoking is a well-established risk factor for coronary heart disease and cancer. 
Research on factors that related to continuation of smoking has suggested that some 
individuals smoke to reduce negative affect (Ikard & Tomkins, 1973) or to decrease 
fluctuation in affect (Heimstra, 1973). Each of these reasons for smoking would be more 
pronounced under conditions of high stress. Yet, nicotine has also been found to produce 
sympathomimetic effects (Volle & Koelle, 1970) often associated with arousal (Nesbitt, 
1973). Eysenck (1980) ventured that nicotine reduces cortical activation when activation 
is high, but stimulates activation when cortical activation is low. Thus, Gilbert et al 
(1989) suggests that if nicotine has activation-reducing effects on EEG during stress, then 
these effects may be related to the frequently reported findings that nicotine and smoking 
help smokers to relax and cope with stress and negative affect (Spielberger, 1986). 
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According to a review by Gilbert et al (1989), the effects of nicotine on cortical arousal 
seems to be dependent on the following four factors: (1) dose and rate of administration, 
(2) time since smoking/nicotine dose, (3) environmental stress, and (4) degree of 
extraversion personality variable. Gilbert et al (1989) study of 40 smokers and 40 non- 
smokers, found support for the view that the electrocortical effects of smoking are a 
function of environmental stress level, cigarette nicotine delivery, and cortical site. 
Consistent with other studies they found that smoking higher-nicotine delivery cigarettes 
during a stress-inducing movie, as compared to smoking low nicotine control cigarettes, 
was associated with reductions in anxiety and right hemisphere activation, increased heart 
rate, and enhancement of the ratio of left-hemisphere parietal EEG activation to right- 
hemisphere activation. They interpret the findings of a greater right-hemisphere stimulant 
effect of nicotine during non-stress and a greater deactivating effect during stress to be 
consistent with the view that nicotine interacts with neuroreceptors that have a greater 
density in and/or effect on the right than on the left hemisphere. This was also consistent 
with previous suggestions that nicotine's anxiolytic effects may be mediated by the right 
hemisphere. That is, nicotine produced its anxiolytic effects by reducing the degree to 
which the visual stressor, which included painful facial expressions, was processed by the 
right parietal cortex (ie., the part of the brain associated with complex visual information). 
Conway et al (1981) also cites several studies that show that excessive intake of alcohol 
has been associated with liver pathology, hypertension and risk of cardiac disease. 
However, even though alcohol may be known as a pharmacological relaxant, the evidence 
has been ambiguous pertaining to its use for reducing tension (Marlatt, 1976). There is 
also evidence to suggest that subjective distress may increase with alcohol consumption 
in certain circumstances (eg., Polivy et al., 1976). According to Conway et al (1981), 
since both coffee and alcohol consumption have been found to be associated with cigarette 
smoking, suggests that all three behaviours may be responsive to stress. 
In this study a modest but significant positive association was found for sales assistants, 
between alcohol consumption and the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship 
with Superiors". For supervisors, only modest positive associations were found between 
cigarette consumption and a work stressor on the Job-specific stress measure (Work- 
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Overload), and between the JSS-product factor score and one of its sub-components 
(Inequity). This appears to suggest that the lack of access to cigarettes or alcohol during 
working hours, and restraints to limit the number of smoking rooms at work, does not 
prevent sales assistants who smoke to increase their intake, or for supervisors to increase 
their alcohol consumption. Increased consumption may occur after working hours. 
Davidson and Cooper (1983) found that in male management, supervisors drunk the least, 
and that for women managers, alcohol consumption increased with level of management. 
Drinking coffee, coke and eating was also a high frequency activity. Perhaps managers 
in Davidson and Cooper study had more access to alcohol than retail personnel have in 
general (e. g., corporate entertainment). 
Correlations between Job stressors and Coping scales: 
For supervisors, no associations were found between the JSS-product stress measure or 
sub-scales with any of Lazarus' Ways of Coping Scales. However, the small, moderate 
and highly significant positive associations found between the Job-Specific stressors and 
the coping scales were in the predicted direction. 
More specifically, for supervisors stressful situations at work relating to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors and Organisation", were modestly but positively associated 
with the Problem-focused coping function, and one of its sub-scales (ie., Confrontive 
Coping); a more moderate positive association was also found with Emotion-focused 
coping function and Escape-Avoidance, and three more modest positive associations were 
found with Distancing, Self-Controlling and Accepting Responsibility. 
Stressful situations at work related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" were 
found to have a high positive association with Escape-Avoidance, and only two more 
modest associations with Self-Controlling and Emotion-focused coping function, for 
supervisors. 
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Stressful situations at work for supervisors, relating to "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities" were moderately associated with Escape-Avoidance, and only modestly 
associated with Distancing, Self-Controlling and with the Emotion-focused coping 
function. 
Work stressors for supervisors, related to "Work-Overload" were found to be positively 
associated with all problem- and emotion-focused coping sub-scales. In particular, 
supervisors appear to employ more Escape-Avoidance, Self-Controlling and Confrontive 
Coping strategies to deal with work-overload stressors, but tend to Seek Social Support 
and Accept Responsibility must less often. In fact, the correlations for these last two 
coping scales were not only very small, but apparently supervisors only seek social 
support to deal with Work-Overload stressors, and only accepted responsibility for job 
stressors that related to Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors and Work-Overload. 
Finally, for supervisors work stressors related to "Environmental & Social-Work 
Conditions" were moderately associated with both Confrontive Coping and Escape- 
Avoidance, and more modestly associated with Self-Controlling, Distancing, and with both 
Problem- and Emotion-focused coping functions. 
Overall, the correlations between the coping scales and the job-specific stressors for 
supervisors were small. Only three out of 50 correlations between the job-specific 
stressors and coping scales were over . 30, but they all appear to be 
in the predicted 
direction. 
For sales assistants, significantly higher positive correlations were found between the four 
job-specific stressors and both Problem- and Emotion-focused coping functions and sub- 
scales. Although, significantly more sales assistants responded to the WCS than 
supervisors, only one correlation out of 40, was found to be over . 
40. 
Overall, for sales assistants only the job-specific stressor related to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers" had a modest positive association with Planful Problem 
Solving, and a non-significant association with Positive Reappraisal or "efforts to create 
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positive meaning by focusing on personal growth" (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988c). 
Emotion-focused coping strategies were found to be the most often employed to deal with 
all the four job-specific stressors, in particular "Organisational Climate & Structure" and 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors". Of the Emotion-focused coping strategies 
employed by sales assistants, Escape-Avoidance appears to have the greatest positive 
association with all four job-specific stressors, and in particular with "Organisational 
Structure and Climate". 
Although, Problem-focused coping functions often appear to be employed by sales 
assistants to cope with all four job-specific stressors, it is also a common strategy 
employed to deal with job stressors related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" 
and "Organisational Structure and Climate". However, in common with supervisors 
Confrontive Coping or "aggressive efforts to alter the situation and some degree of 
hostility and risk-taking" (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988c) were employed more often than 
Planful Problem Solving or "analytic efforts to solve the problem". 
In contrast to supervisors, modest positive correlations were found for sales assistants, 
between the coping scales with the JSS-product measure and its sub-scales (cf. Table 
19.3.3 and 19.3.4). 
As a number of researchers have pointed out (eg., Dewe, 1991b, Kuhlmann, 1990) coping 
has received little attention in occupational stress research, and most studies that have 
examined coping with stress at work have focused on managers and other white-collar 
group of employees. There is therefore, little information about coping strategies 
employed by blue-collar workers, their mediating roles, or relative effectiveness. A 
literature review failed to identify the investigation of coping strategies in retail staff. 
To complicate matters, coping has been conceptualized and measured in a number of 
different ways (eg. a disposition, a trait or style, an episodic indicator or a process), but 
there is still no consensus as to the best approach (Cohen, 1987). Trait coping 
assessment, as pointed out by Stone et al (1991) is useful to test a series of hypotheses, 
and some like the one developed by Carver, Scheider, and Weintraub (1989) have 
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excellent psychometric properties. However, they have also been criticized for failing to 
measure situation-specific effects in their attemps to characterize an individual's typical 
responses to stressors (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Stone et al., 1991). Stone et al (1991) 
goes on to argue that consistent coping can only be established empirically and not 
assumed on a priori basis. 
Many coping measures focus primarily on cognitive strategies (eg., ego processes or 
defences), but as pointed out by Folkman (1982) and others, behavioural coping strategies 
are also part of the coping processes, since individuals also engage in active behavioural 
coping, when dealing with stressful events. However, as one moves from cognitive to 
behavioural strategies the distinction between coping efforts and outcomes becomes more 
difficult. That is, what one investigator views as a behavioural coping effort, another is 
likely to view it as an outcome of coping (Keefe et al., 1992). Stone and Neale (1984) 
also demonstrated that the same coping behaviours reported on a daily basis, frequently 
were classified by different individuals as serving different coping functions. 
With the widespread acceptance of the transactional theory of stress and coping (Lazarus, 
1966; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), coping is now often viewed as certain cognitions and 
behaviours that are performed in reponse to specific stressful situations. In occupational 
stress, coping questionnaires have been specifically designed to assess coping strategies 
used to manage specific stressors, either on a priori basis (eg., Stone & Neale, 1984) or 
from predetermined classification systems for generated coping strategies from open-ended 
or pooled data (eg., Latack, 1986; Menaghan & Merves, 1984). Others, like Pearlin & 
Schooler (1978) and Kulhman (1990), have developed coping typologies based on 
strategies individuals report using. Still others, have developed questionnaires in response 
to coping as a process itself (eg., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984,1988c: Ways of Coping 
Scale (WCS). 
With the situation-specific coping questionnaires, respondents typically describe a recent 
stressful event, appraise it, and then answer a series of questions about how they 
"actually" coped with the event. Although, this has been the general procedure, and some 
would argue the best, it has also been pointed out that because self-defined strategies may 
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differ across subjects, they are difficult to assess. That is, coping strategies employed to 
assess one stressor may be quite different from those used to manage other stressors 
(Keefe et al., 1992). Alternatively, respondents can report how they "usually" or 
"generally" cope with stressors at work, or with an imaginary problem (Stone et al., 
1991). However, given that the majority of researchers of coping employ questionnaires 
asking respondents to recall their coping thoughts and behaviours during past episodes or 
periods of stress, it is unclear whether the more commonly used questionnaires (eg., 
WCS) are intended to actually measure coping as a trait or as a process that can change 
in response to situational demands (Carver et al., 1989). 
In our qualitative study, sales assistants and supervisors were asked to report their 
thoughts and actions that they actually used to cope with each stressful situation they 
reported at work, and its emotional concomitants. Several coping strategies with work 
stressors were generated from this data, which were included in the pilot study, for further 
analysis. However, this typology was not thought to be sufficient to tap all coping 
processes, and the WCS questionnaire was employed instead in the final questionnaire. 
The results that emerged from the qualitative study and from the correlations between 
these coping strategies and the job stressors, appear to be consistent. They indicate that 
for both groups of retail personnel, at least two major functions of coping (ie., problem- 
and emotion-focused coping) should be included in studies for a comprehensive assessment 
of coping. 
Our results also appear to be consistent with other studies in both occupational and non- 
occupational settings, that have shown that coping with stressful events involves a complex 
pattern of various coping activities. For example, Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that 
both Problem and Emotion forms of coping were represented in over 98 % of the stressful 
encounters reported by middle-aged men and women, and in an average 96% of the self- 
reports of how college students coped with a stressor (Folkman & Lazarus, 1985). 
Folkman (1982) also reported that in less than 2% of every stressful encounter, only one 
function of coping was employed. Kulhman (1990) also reported finding in blue-collar 
workers, that 86% combined both Problem and Emotion forms of coping. 
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Although, our data offers support for the involvement of both Emotion- and Problem- 
focused coping with situational-specific job stressors, there was a prominent difference 
between sales assistants and supervisors in coping, which does not appear to be a function 
of differences in sources of stress. That is, sales assistants appear to employ more coping 
strategies with all job stressors than supervisors. Unfortunately, these differences in 
coping do not appear to be consistent with the discriminant results for coping in the pilot 
study, which contrary to the correlations, suggested that supervisors employed more direct 
or problem-focused coping strategies, than sales assistants. 
There could also be further individual differences within each group of respondents. 
However, a within-subject analytic methods of daily work stressors and coping processes 
approach would be more appropriate to investigate this. For example, Affleck et al., 
(1992) study of daily coping with rheumatoid arthritis pain, using a within-subjects design 
approach found extensive individual differences in daily pain coping. They report that: 
"at one extreme were a relatively few individuals who used only one strategy, and at the 
other were a large percentage whose coping repertoire contained a full array of strategies 
that were sometimes used together on the same day or in different patterns from day to 
day". 
There may be several alternative explanations for the differences found between sales 
assistants and supervisors in coping with job stressors: First, the differences in amount 
of coping (WCS) with job stressors may suggest a socially acceptable response by sales 
assistants. However, mean scores for the Lie scale, which purports to measure social 
desirability, indicates that the mean scores were very similar for both groups. In fact, 
according to the average mean score reported by Eysenck, Eysenck and Barrett (1985), 
for females from a similar age group (ie. 31-40 years), could suggest that both groups 
showed socially desirable responses (ie. mean > 3.76, SD > 2.38). 
Secondly, the difficulty in exploring coping responses more fully in the qualitative phase, 
could suggest that the coping strategies tapped by the pilot study were not sufficient, 
and/or restricted to what the sales assistants and supervisors can and cannot do to respond 
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to occupational stress. Furthermore, many coping strategies involve cognitive activities, 
these might not have been fully explored by the interviewer in the qualitative phase. 
Thirdly, like retrospective studies of life events (Jenkins et al., 1979), frequency of their 
past coping thoughts and behaviour are subjected to measurement error from faulty 
memory, which is particularly critical for the study of correlates of coping (Affleck et al., 
1992). Thus, recollection of past stressful work situations may be distorted by the 
respondents perceptions of the present work stressors, and how they managed the problem 
and/or regulated their emotions. 
Fourthly, antecedents of coping strategies employed such as neuroticism (Bolger, 1990), 
extraversion (McCrae and Costa (1986), Type A behaviour pattern (Vingerhoets & Flohr, 
1984), gender, disability, (Affleck et al., 1992), control appraisal (Parkes, 1984), health 
adaptation outcomes (Folkman, 1982) have been suggested to influence or "predict" 
coping responses and thus confound relationships. 
It is also possible that, as Dewe, Guest and Williams (1978) found in a study of middle 
managers in the transport industry that by asking in the questionnaire about what one 
"usually" does as opposed to questions about "specific" episodes elicit more frequent 
reporting of emotion-focused coping strategies and fewer reports of problem-focused or 
direct-action strategies. It also seems more likely that conscious or problematic coping 
strategies are more often reported in questionnaires than automatic or nonproblematic 
coping strategies (Frese, 1986). 
Affleck et al., (1992) also reported that independent of any other factors studied, 
individuals who reported a higher frequency of coping efforts, despite perhaps being in 
greater pain, showed a pronounce linear decline in pain intensity. Those individuals who 
used a broader array of distinct forms of coping were more likely to enjoy improvements 
in their daily mood over time. These results also appear to be consistent with Kulhmann's 
(1990) study in blue-collar workers. He concluded that "the range and variety of coping 
responses an individual activates during a stressful episode may be more important for the 
effectiveness of coping than the nature of any single coping element". Thus, perhaps sales 
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assistants also attempt to reduce their sources of job stress, by employing a greater 
number of coping strategies. However, as also pointed out by Kulhmann, multiple coping 
activities with different functions, raises several issues concerning for example, the 
effectiveness of combinations of different coping strategies. 
Consistent with Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) argument that Escape-Avoidance is one of 
the most common ways of dealing with stressors, our findings also indicate that Escape- 
Avoidance was the most often employed coping mode to deal with all job stressors for 
both sales assistants and supervisors. 
Perhaps the greater use of such coping strategies as Escape-Avoidance, Accepting 
Responsibility and Self-Controlling by sales assistants and supervisors, as indicated by 
high positive associations with job stressors, and the low associations found between 
seeking social support with job stressors, may suggest that this sample of retail personnel 
perceive these job stressors as threats to their self-esteem. Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel- 
Schetter, et al., (1986) investigated the relationship between what was at stake in stressful 
encounters (primary appraisal), the options for coping (secondary appraisal), and the eight 
types of coping, and found significant relationships between coping and all measures of 
primary appraisal. They concluded that when threat to self-esteem was high, subjects 
used more self-control, accepted more responsibility, used more escape-avoidance, and 
sought less social support compared to when threat to self-esteem was low. In the present 
study, sales assistants clearly have less control over working conditions (especially, 
workload) than do supervisors. 
19.4 SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 
The alpha coefficient indexes indicate that the Job-Specific stress components are highly 
reliable intensity measures of job stress, for both sales assistants and supervisors. The 
JSS-intensity, JSS-intensity components, and JSS-frequency were also found to be highly 
reliable measures of job stress, for both sales assistants and supervisors. The JSS- 
frequency and -product components were found to have high, but also moderate to low 
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reliable coefficients, in particular for supervisors. The low reliabilities in the JSS-product 
stress components for both groups, and in particular for supervisors, appears to indicate 
that the 30 JSS-items may not be sufficient to tap the entire job stress domain for these 
two populations. 
Consistent with previous research, reliability coefficients of the Psychoticism scale and 
Lie scale did not encourage confidence. The extraversion scale did however show high 
reliability coefficients for both groups, and the neuroticism scale showed a high reliability 
for sales assistants, but a more moderate reliability for supervisors. Apart from the low 
alpha coefficients for the Problem-focused coping function and Accepting Responsibility 
where supervisors were concerned, all other external variables in this study showed 
moderate to high alpha coefficients for both groups. 
Although, the JSS-product stress measures appears to correlate highly with all the Job- 
Specific stressors for sales assistants, this was not found to be the case for supervisors. 
This seems to further suggest, that at least for supervisors, the 30 JSS job-related stressful 
items are not sufficient to tap the entire stressful domain. 
Overall, the Job-specific stressors were found to discriminate with the other external 
variables in the predicted direction, and hence were both reliable and valid measures of 
many sources of job stress for this population. However, most of the predicted 
correlations were suppressed for the JSS-product measures, for both groups and in 
particular for supervisors. 
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20.0 COVARIATES OF JOB STRESS & JOB STRESS 
OUTCOMES 
In this chapter, an attempt was made to define the contribution of each independent 
variable (IV) from a set of covariates to the multiple correlation. That is, independently 
for sales assistants and supervisors, an attempt was made to examine the unique influence 
of each job stressor, and of each external variable on the perception of overall job stress; 
and to define the unique contribution of each job stressor on overall psychosomatic health, 
job satisfaction, alcohol and cigarette consumption. 
First, the covariance between, an overall job stress score (DV) and a set of external 
variables (7 - IVs) were examined. Later, the covariance between each of the following 
outcomes: (1) Psychosomatic complaints (DV), (2) Job dissatisfaction (DV), (3) Alcohol 
consumption (DV), (4) Cigarette consumption (DV), and seven job stressors (IVs) were 
examined, separately and independently for sales assistants and supervisors. 
The contribution made by each IV from each covariate to the DV, was provided by the 
semi partial correlations in a series of standard multiple regressions. These when squared, 
indicate the amount of variance by which R2 will be reduced if an IV were omitted from 
the equation. That is, the proportional of variance in overall job stress that is uniquely 
associated with a given IV, beyond all other IVs. This partials out the confounding 
variance from all other IVs. The sum for the significant IVs (ie., if there is more than 
one) is the amount of R2 attributable to unique scores. The difference between R2 and 
unique variance represents the variance that jointly all IVs contribute to R2. 
To investigate more specifically the power of each IV from each covariate, standard 
multiple regressions were run for each DV in turn, with covariates acting as multiple 
predictors. First, a series of separate standard multiple regression analysis were 
performed using SPSSX REGRESSION, independently for sales assistants and 
supervisors, between an overall job stress factor score (ie., extracted from the factor 
scores, equivalent to the standardized beta weights of a standard multiple regression 
analysis, for each component stressor of the job-specific stress and the JSS-product stress 
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following covariates: (1) situation-specific and theoretically-based job stressors (7 for both 
sales assistants and supervisors); (2) 10 job demographics; (3) 6 personal demographics; 
(4) 4 personality variables; (5) 8 coping styles; (6) 24 psychosomatic health variables, and 
(7) alcohol and cigarette consumption variables. Secondly, four more separate standard 
multiple regressions were performed for each of four outcome variables (DVs) and the 
seven job stressors as the covariates, for each group of retail staff. 
As a descriptive tool the multiple regression offers an approach whereby the best linear 
prediction equation can be established and the unique contribution of specific independent 
variables evaluated (Nie et al., 1975). Two statistical criteria are usually employed to 
identify those independent variables which provided the best linear prediction equation. 
They included for the overall equation a significant F ratio, and that the partial regression 
coefficient for each independent variable be significant, as indicated by the F value. 
However, there are two main reasons why we are not interpreting a full model of 
regression: (1) given the cross-sectional design of this study, no assumptions about 
prediction are being made. That is, we are not trying to predict overall job stress from 
outcomes (reverse causality model), or predicting outcomes from job stressors (general 
model of stress). (2) we are also perfectly aware that there is a high degree of 
multicolinearity (eg., the psychosomatic complaints, will all correlate with each other). 
As such, we are only interested in the partial unique covariance. The beta coefficient 
weights and the bivariate correlations between each IV and the DV are dependent on the 
regression model, will be reported for interest only. 
20.1 JOB STRESSOR COVARIATES OF 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression was performed, using SPSSx REGRESSION, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, between an overall job stress score as 
the dependent variable (DV), and seven job stressors as the covariates (IVs). 
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Table 20.1.1, displays for both sales assistants and supervisors, the correlations between 
each of the job stressors (IVs) and the overall job stress score (DV), the standardized 
regression coefficients (ß), the squared semi partial correlations (sr2) and the overall R2 
and F values. 
TABLE 20.1.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF JOB STRESSORS ON OVERALL JOB 
STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N=410) (N =143) 
STRESS sr1 STRESS sr, 
COMPONENTS ß fitte TS (unique) COMPONENTS ß rirh I'S (unique) 
SAF2 . 29*** . 85*** . 03 SUPF2 . 32*** . 84*** . 05 SAF3 . 27*** . 80*** . 04 SUPF3 . 27*** . 75*** . 04 
SAF1 . 
27*** . 80*** . 
03 SUPF4 . 24*** . 83*** . 03 SAF4 . 25*** . 73*** . 04 SUPF1 . 
22*** 
. 72*** . 
03 
SAZF3 . 14*** . 42*** . 02 SUPF5 . 21*** . 69*** . 03 SAZF1 . 13*** . 37*** . 01 SUPZF2 . 05*** . 17* . 00 SAZF2 . 09*** . 26*** . 00 SUPZF1 . 
01 . 04 
(NS) 
Overall R2= 1.00 Overall R2 = . 99 F (7,402) = 2.35 p <. 0001 F (7,135) =1841.69 p< . 0001 
Unique variability = . 17 Unique variability = . 18 Shared variability = . 
83 Shared variability = . 81 
***p < . 001 **p < . 01 *p < . 05 
VARIABLE DEFINITIONS: 
Stress Components for Sales Assistants: St ress tom s for Su ervisor S: 
SAF1 Interpersonal Relations Relationships wt Superiors; (SUP F1 Relations 897F Super ore & Organisation; 
(SAF2) Organisational Climate & Structure; (SUPF2) Interpersonal Relationships with customers; 
(SAF3) Job Characteristics & (SUPF3) Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities; 
Promotion Opportunities; (SUPF4) Work-overload; 
(SAF4) Interpersonal Relationships with Customers; (SUPF5) Environmental & Social-Work Conditions; 
(SAZF1) Lack of Quantitative & Qualitative Support; (SUPZFI) Lack of Quantitative & Qualitative Support; 
(SAZF2) Inequitable Demands; (SUPZF2) Inequity. 
ýSAZFI) Reward Structure; 
For sales assistants, all seven job stressors made significant unique contributions to overall 
job stress. The greatest unique contributions were made by the job-specific stressors. 
More specifically, sales assistants scoring high on job stressors related to "Job 
Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" 
sr'-=. 04, respectively), and "Organisational Climate & Structure", "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors" (sr2=. 03, respectively), had higher overall job stress scores. 
Spielberger's JSS-product stressors made the smallest contribution to overall job stress. 
Of the three JSS-product stressors for sales assistants, "Reward Structure" made the 
highest unique contribution to overall job stress (sr2 = . 02). 
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The sum for the seven significant job stressors, or the amount of R2 attributable to unique 
sources (. 17) was small. The seven job stressors in combination contributed another . 
83 
in shared variability, which is the difference between the R2 and unique variance. 
For supervisors, only six of the seven job stressors made significant unique contributions 
to overall job stress. Again, the greatest unique contributions were made by the job- 
specific stressors. More specifically, supervisors scoring high on job stressors related to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" (d = . 05), and "Job Characteristics and 
Promotion Opportunities" (4r2 =. 04), had higher overall job stress scores. Supervisors 
scoring high on job stressors related to "Work-Overload", "Interpersonal Relations with 
Superiors & Organisation", and "Environmental & Social-Work Conditions (sr2 = . 
03, 
respectively) also had higher overall job stress scores than those scoring low on these job 
stressors. The Spielberger's JSS-product stressor related to "Inequity", was the only 
component that made a significant unique contribution to overall job stress, but this was 
less the . 
01. There was no significant relationship between the JSS-product stressor 
related to "Lack of Support" and overall job stress. Similarly to sales assistants, the 
amount of R2 attributable to unique sources for supervisors, equalled . 
18. The six job 
stressors in combination contributed another . 
81 in shared variability. 
Overall, for sales assistants and in particularly for supervisors, the JSS-product stressors 
contributed very little or not at all to overall job stress. Consistent with previous analysis, 
these results indicate that the JSS items do not cover sufficiently the full range of possible 
facets of job stress for both groups and in particularly for supervisors. Therefore, it is 
apparent that the JSS measure needs to be modified for different populations and 
situations. The results also appear to indicate that the unique variance attributed by all 
job-specific stressors to overall job stress is a modest one for both groups. This seems 
to suggest that there are other factors contributing to the perception of overall job stress 
for both populations. Moreover, there is a high degree of similarity between both groups. 
That is, both groups appear to perceive conflicts with customers and poor job 
characteristics and promotion opportunities as the most powerful unique contributors to 
overall job stress. Nevertheless, all job-specific stressors appear to make similar 
contributions to overall job stress for both populations. 
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20.2 JOB DEMOGRAPHICS COVARIATES 
OF OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regressions was performed using SPSSx REGRESSION, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, between an overall job stress score as 
the DV and 10 job demographics as the covariates (IVs). The remaining four job 
demographics were not included in the regression analysis due to their categorical 
characteristics, which made it difficult for interpretation purposes. Their possible unique 
contributions to overall job stress, were later examined in an analysis of variance at the 
end of this analysis. 
Table 20.2.1, displays for both sales assistants and supervisors, the correlation between 
each of the 6 job demographic covariates (IVs) with an overall job stress score (DV), the 
standardized regression coefficients (ß), the squared semi partial correlations (sr2) for the 
significant covariates, and the overall squared multiple correlations (R2) and overall F 
values. 
For sales assistants, only one of the 10 job demographic variables "uncertainty of future 
promotion or expectations of promotion" (TPROM) made a small but significant unique 
contribution sr2 = . 01) to overall job stress. In combination, the 10 covariates 
contributed another . 09 in shared variability. Altogether, 10% of the variabiliaty in 
overall job stress, was provided by knowing the scores on these 10 job demographic 
covariates. 
Although, "number of hours of work per week" (HOURS), "pay" (PAY), and "size of 
store" (LOCSIZE), correlated significantly with overall job stress, they did not make 
significant unique contributions to the regression. Perhaps the relationship between these 
covariates and overall job stress was an indirect result of the relationship between TPROM 
and overall job stress. 
For supervisors, only three out of the 10 covariates, "low pay" (PAY) (a = . 
10), 
"increase number of hours of work/week" (HOURS) (r = . 08), and "a long length of 
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service with the company" (TEMP) (sr2 =. 06) made a significant unique contribution to 
overall job stress. The amount of R2 attributable to unique sources was significantly 
greater for supervisors (. 24) than for sales assistants. 
TABLE 20.2.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF JOB DEMOGRAPHICS ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS. 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N =273) (N=121) 
JOB erz JOB er 
DEMOGRAPHI CS ß r' ' (unique) DEMOGRAPHICS ß r-111 rs (unique) 
PAY . 
14 . 25*** 
(NS) PAY -. 63*** -. 13 . 10 
HOURS . 12 . 25*** 
(NS) HOURS . 55*** . 03 . 08 
TPROM . 12* . 13* . 01 TEMP . 27*** . 12 . 06 
NDEPT -. 08 -. 06 (NS) SKILL2 . 14 . 17* 
(NS) 
LOCSIZE . 08 . 10* 
(NS) TABS . 08 . 10 
(NS) 
TEMP . 
06 . 07 
(NS) LOCSIZE -. 08 . 
10 (NS) 
SUPER2 . 05 . 08 
(NS) NDEPT -. 07 -. 08 (NS) 
TABS . 
03 . 03 
(NS) SUPER2 
. 
06 
. 
21** (NS) 
COLL . 
01 
. 
00 (NS) COLL 
. 
05 
. 
03 (NS) 
SKILL2 -. 00 . 03 (NS) TPROM . 03 . 03 
(NS) 
Overall R2 = . 10 Overall R2 _ . 19 
F (10,265) =2.97 Ps . 
001 F (10,110) = 2.63 ps . 
01 
Unique variability = . 01 Unique variability = . 
24 
Shared variability = . 09 Shared variability = -. 05 
***p < . 
001 **p S . 01 *p 5 . 05 VARIABLE DEFINITIONS: 
(TEMP) Length of service: Range: (<6mths, 6mtha-1yr, 2yre-5yrs, 6yrs-10yrs, >11yrs) 
(TPROM) Expected promotion: Range: (<lyr, 1-3yrs, 3-5yre, >5yrs, do not know, never) 
(LOCSIZE) Size of Store: Range: (1-Large, 2=Medium, 3=Small) 
(HOURS) Number of hours of work per week: 
(PAY) Monthly salary: 
(NDEPT) Work in more than one dept: Range: ()-Yee, 2=No) 
(COLL) No of people one works with: 
(SKILL2) No of second skills: Range: ()=None to 5=4+) 
(SUPER2) Supervision as a second ski)): Range: (0=n/a, O=No, 1=Yes) 
, TABS) Total rime absent from work in the last imths: Range: l=Never, 2=<day, 3=<wk, 4=1wk, 5=>wk, 6=2-3wks, 7=4+wks) 
Thus, only those sales assistants who were uncertain or did not expect a future promotion 
perceived a greater amount of job stress, than those who expected to be promoted in the 
near future. Whereas, supervisors who reported a low salary, a greater number of 
working hours per week, and the longest length of service with the company, perceived 
the greatest overall job stress. 
The three job demographics (PAY, HOURS and TEMP) for supervisors, contributed more 
in unique variability, than in overall variability (. 19). This less than zero shared 
variability (-. 05) seems to indicate low multicollinearity among the IVs. In contrast, the 
overall variability (. 10) for sales assistants, is very similar to the shared variability (. 09), 
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which seems to indicate high multicollinearity among the job demographics for 
supervisors. 
For supervisors, the bivariate correlation for SKILL2 and SUPER2 with overall job stress 
was also significantly different from zero, but they did not make significant unique 
contributions to the regression. Perhaps the relationship between overall job stress and 
these two IVs, may be an indirect result of the relationship between PAY, TEMP and 
HOURS and overall job stress. 
20.3 PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS COVARIATES OF 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression was performed using SPSSX REGRESSION, independently 
for sales assistants and supervisors, between an overall job stress score as the DV and 6 
personal demographic covariates as the IVs. Only ordinal and nominal variables were 
included in the regression due to interpretation purposes, the remaining 4 personal 
demographic variables were later examined for possible unique contributions to overall 
job stress in an analysis of variance at the end of this analysis. 
For supervisors, none of the six personal demographic covariates made significant unique 
contributions to overall job stress. Table 20.3.1, displays the non-significant results 
provided by the standard multiple regression analysis for supervisors. 
For sales assistants, only those reporting having left full-time formal education at an 
earlier age (LED) perceived greater overall job stress, than those that were still in 
education. The significant unique contribution made by this varaiable was small 
(s=. 01). Nevertheless, this seems to indicate that sales assistants scoring high on this 
variable were either better copers, or were perhaps Temporary/ Seasonal sales assistants 
who intend to leave the job for another career. In combination the six personal 
demographic variables contributed another 2% in shared variability. Altogether, only 3% 
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of the variability in overall job stress, was provided by knowing the scores on these six 
IVs. 
TABLE 20.3.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SUPERVISORS 
(N=141) 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS ere 
r"'1 tö T8 (unique) 
Age of leaving F-T formal education. 
(1=<16 to 5=>21,6=still in education) -. 14 . 02 (NS) Highest education qualification. 
(1=Left school before exams to 6=higher degree level) . 12 . 08 
(NS) 
Age 
-. 09 -. 10 
(NS) 
Number of children. 
(1=none to 5-4+) 
-. 02 -. 09 (NS) 
Age of children. 
(2=all pre-school age to 6=all post-school age) -. 02 -. 10 (NS) 
Any Dependents 
(1=No to 2=Yes) -. 01 -. 00 (NS) 
R=. 02 F(6,135) = . 49 P> . 05 (NS) 
Table 20.3.2, displays the correlation between the six personal demographics (IVs) with 
the overall job stress score (DV), the standardized regression coefficients (ß), the squared 
semi partial correlations (sr2) for the significant IVs, and the overall squared multiple 
correlations (R2) and F value, for sales assistants only. 
Although, number of children, Age and Age of Children, did not make significant unique 
contributions to overall job stress, their negative correlation with overall job stress differs 
significantly from zero. Perhaps the relationship between overall job stress and Age, 
Number of children and Age of children, was an indirect result of the relationship between 
"Age of leaving full-time education" and overall job stress. 
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TABLE 20.3.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS 
(N=391) 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS sr, 
r""" TB (uni que) 
Age of leaving F-T formal education. 
(1=<16,16/17 to 5=>21,6=still in education) -. 15* -. 01 . 01 
Number of children. 
(1=none to 5=4+) -. 14 -. 14** (NS) 
Highest education qualification. 
(1=left school before exams to 6=higher degree level) . 08 . 07 
(NS) 
Any dependents. (1=No to 2-Yes) . 05 . 05 
(NS) 
Age -. 05 -. 11** (NS) 
Age of children. 
(2=all pre-school age to 6-all post-school age) . 01 -. 11** 
(NS) 
Overall R' . 03 F(6,384) = 2.32 ps . 05 
Unique variability - . 01 Shared variability - . 02 
11 
:p<. 01 "p <. 05 
Overall Job Stress Ratings as a Function of Sales Assistants Job and Personal 
Demographics (categorical variables): 
The overall job stress score of sales assistants and supervisors were also evaluated 
independently, as a function of four remaining categorical job demographics (Job 
Description, Store Division, Main Department Store and Reasons for Absentism), and four 
remaining categorical personal demographic variables (Sex, Marital Status, Cohabitation 
and Partner's Job Status), previously not included in the regression analysis. 
In evaluation possible effects of these demographic variables independently for sales 
assistants and supervisors, on their overall job stress ratings, a mean job stress rating was 
determine for overall job stress for the relevant subcategories of each of the eight 
categorical demographic variables. Differences among the subcategories were evaluated 
in an analysis of variance. 
Of the 16 analyses (eight for sales assistants and eight for supervisors), only four 
statistically significant differences were found for sales assistants, but none for 
supervisors. The results for the relationship between sales assistants overall job stress and 
these four demographic variables for which statistically significant differences were found 
are reported in Table 20.3.3. 
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These results indicate that the mean value for overall job stress for the three groups of 
sales assistants (ie. Part-Time, Full-Time and Temporary/Seasonal) are significantly 
different. Other significant differences for sales assistants on the mean value for overall 
job stress were found for types of cohabitation, educational level and number of children. 
Overall, as indicated by the higher mean values, sales assistants that work full-time, 
cohabit with a partner/ children/ other relations, and have a higher level of education 
perceive significantly more overall job stress. 
Table 20.3.3 
OVERALL JOB STRESS AS A FUNCTION OF SALES ASSISTANTS JOB 
DESCRIPTION, COHABITATION, EDUCATION & No OF CHILDREN 
Demographic Variables/ Overall Job Stress 
Subcategories: Mean (Cases) SD F (d. f) P 
Job Description: (N=410) 
Part-Time sales assistants -. 084 (288) . 945 10.47(2,407) . 0001 
Full-Time sales assistants . 335 (104) 1.087 
Temporary/Seasonal/One Function sales assistants -. 589 ( 18) . 
798 
Cohabitation: (N=410) 
Alone with my child/children -. 039 ( 19) 1.253 2.79(7,402) . 0076 
With parents/step-parents & other family -. 107 ( 22) . 542 
With partner and child/children -. 171 (188) . 915 
With parents/step-parents . 180 ( 42) . 912 
With partner . 206 
(120) 1.117 
Alone -. 217 ( 10) . 866 
Living with friends/shared accomodation -. 562 ( 2) . 218 
With partner & child/ren & relation/dependent(s) . 897 
( 7) 1.266 
Education Attainment: (N=409) 
Left school before taking exames . 
023 (182) 1.034 4.50(5,403) . 0005 
O'Level/CSE/GCSE -. 046 (184) . 926 
A'Level/OND -. 069 ( 31) . 986 
HND or equivalent . 073 ( 7) . 977 
University degree or equivalent . 296 ( 4) . 767 
Higher degree 4.540 ( 1) . 000 
No of children: (N=409) 
None . 236 (123) 1.056 2.71(4,403) . 0297 
One -. 061 ( 47) 1.004 
Two -. 122 (172) . 917 
Three -. 053 ( 52) 1.069 
Four + -. 256 ( 14) . 901 
20.4 PERSONALITY COVARIATES 
OF OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression was performed independently for sales assistants and 
supervisors, using SPSSx REGRESSION, between the overall job stress score as the DV 
and Eysenck's four personality covariates (Psychoticism, Extraversion, Neuroticism and 
Lie) as the independent variables. 
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For either sales assistants or supervisors, none of the four personality covariates made a 
significant unique contribution to overall job stress. However, for supervisors, 
neuroticism was the only IV to have a small, but significant positive association overall 
job stress (r=. 28, p<. 05). This seems to indicate that neither supervisors or sales 
assistants, with high neuroticism scores perceived greater overall job stress, than those 
with low neuroticism scores. Table 20.4.1, displays the correlation between the four 
personality covariates (IVs) with the overall job stress score (DV), the standardized 
regression coefficients (ß), the unstandardized coefficient weights for supervisors (B), the 
overall squared multiple correlations (R2) and F values, independently for sales assistants 
and supervisors. 
TABLE 20.4.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF PERSONALITY VARIABLES ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
E- SALES ASSISTANTS F SUPERVISORS (N =106) (N=57) 
, PERSONALITY PERSONALITY VARIABLES: rIicn rs VARIABLES: B ý+1cn rs 
Neuroticiem . 18 . 14 Neuroticiem . 09 . 25 . 28* 
Extraversion . 15 . 10 Lie -. 03 -. 07 -. 11 
Lie . 09 . 03 Peychoticiem . 03 . 05 . 
07 
Pe choticiem -. 01 . 02 Extraversion -. 03 -. 09 -. 
13 
I 
R2 -. 04 F(4,101) = 1.14 P> . 05 (NS) R2 -. 09 F(4,52) - 1.33 P> . 05 
(NS) 
"P s . 05 
Given the links between neuroticism and negative affectivity (NA), which according to 
Watson and Pennebaker (1989), "subsumes a broad range of aversive mood states, 
including anger, disgust, scorn, guilt, fearfulness, and depression", it is surprising that 
high neuroticism scores did not significantly contribute to more overall job stress. That 
is, besides the possible connections that remain to be established, neuroticism has also 
been linked to neurotic hostility, expressive behaviour, and trait anxiety (eg., Schaubroeck 
& Ganster, 1991), which are all possible contributers to increase perceptions of 
dissatisfaction, low self-esteem and stress. 
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20.5 COPING STRATEGIES COVARIATES 
OF OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression analysis was performed using SPSSx REGRESSION, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, between the overall job stress score as 
a DV and Folkman & Lazarus' eight coping scales, as the covariates (IVs). 
For both sales assistants and supervisors, out of the eight coping IVs, only Escape- 
Avoidance made a significant unique contribution to overall job stress variance sr=. 10, 
p<. 001; & . 18, p<. 
01, respectively). This seems consistent with the correlational 
analysis, which suggested that for both groups, Escape-Avoidance was the most often 
employed coping strategy with the job stressors. Alternatively, this finding also appear 
to suggest that the greater the use of Escape-Avoidance, the greater the job stressor. 
This, on the other hand, is consistent with Edwards (1988) argument that coping could 
also be a source of job stress. 
Moreover, this finding also seems to be consistent with previous findings that too much 
emotion-focused coping, instead of diminishing distress, might even be associated with 
distress, because of interference with cognitive functioning that is necessary for effective 
problem-focused coping (eg. Easterbrook, 1959; Gal & Lazarus, 1975; Heckhausen, 1982; 
Sarason, 1975; Katz et al., 1970). Furthermore, even though according to Folkman & 
Lazarus (1988b), avoidance-coping is one of the commonest ways people deal with stress, 
they also point out that, certain forms of avoidant coping may also be maladaptive if they 
draw the person's attention away from the problem, such as reducing the possibility of 
open communications, and in the long term may be unhelpful. 
Table 20.5.1 and 20.5.2, displays the standard multiple regression coefficients for 
supervisors and sales assistants, respectively, between the coping covariates (8 - lVs) and 
overall job stress (DV), the standardized coefficient weights (ß), the unstandardized 
coefficient weights for supervisors, the squared semi partial correlation (sr2) for the 
significant covariates, the overall squared multiple correlation (R2) and F values. 
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Although, for supervisors a small but significant positive correlation was also found 
between Confrontive Coping and overall job stress, this coping mode did not make a 
significant unique contribution to the overall job stress variance. Perhaps the relationship 
between Confrontive Coping and overall job stress is an indirect result of the relationship 
between Escape-Avoidance and overall job stress. 
TABLE 20.5.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF COPING STRATEGIES ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SUPERVISORS 
(N=50) 
COPING STRATEGIES sr2 
B ß r'" Mrs (unique) 
Escape - Avoidance . 13** . 56** . 45** . 18 
Distancing -. 09 -. 31 . 
08 (NS) 
Accepting Responsibility -. 13 -. 28 . 
09 (NS) 
Self - Controlling . 
06 
. 22 . 24* 
(NS) 
Confrontive Coping . 04 . 11 . 21 
(NS) 
Planful Problem Solving -. 02 -. 06 . 05 
(NS) 
Positive Reasoning . 01 . 05 . 14 
(NS) 
Seeking Social Support . 01 . 05 . 13 
(NS) 
Overall R2 = . 
29 F (8,41) = 2.10 P> . 05 
(NS) 
**P s . 01 *P s . 05 
In a study of the relationship between coping and support received in stressful encounters, 
Dunkel-Schetter, Folkman and Lazarus (1987), observed that planful problem solving 
acted as a strong elicitor of all types of support (emotional, tangible, and informational). 
In contrast, Confrontive coping elicited primarily information rather than emotional 
support or tangible assistance. Confrontive coping, according to Folkman and Lazarus, 
is an aggressive interpersonal form of problem-focused coping, that includes such 
strategies as "stood my ground and fought for what I wanted" and "tried to get the person 
responsible to change his or her mind". Unlike planful problem solving, the use of 
confrontive coping may communicate hostility. It is therefore not surprising, that if 
supervisors also employ this problem-focused coping mode to deal with work stressors, 
as also found in the correlation analysis, in particular to cope with interpersonal job 
stressors, that they are more likely to also perceive increased overall job stress. However, 
in this study, this was not found to be the case. 
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For sales assistants, Self-Controlling, Seeking Social Support, Accepting Responsibility, 
Confrontive Coping, Distancing, Planful-Problem-Solving, and Positive Reappraisal, 
respectively, also showed positive correlations with overall job stress. However, except 
for Escape-Avoidance coping (sr2=. 10), none of these seven coping modes made a 
significant unique contribution to the overall job stress variance. Perhaps these seven 
coping relationships with overall job stress, may also be an indirect result of the 
relationship between Escape-Avoidance and overall job stress. The eight coping variables, 
in combination contributed another . 
09 in shared variability. Altogether, 19% of the 
variability in overall job stress for sales assistants, was provided by knowing the scores 
in these eight IVs. 
TABLE 20.5.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF COPING STRATEGIES ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS 
(N =156) 
COPING STRATEGIES sz'2 
Twit' TS (unique) 
Escape - Avoidance . 46**** . 40*** . 10 
Seeking Social Support . 21 . 24*** (NS) Positive Reappraisal -. 16 . 17* (NS) Accepting Responsibility -. 10 . 22** 
(NS) 
Self - Controlling . 10 . 26*** (NS) Confrontive Coping -. 06 . 21** (NS) Distancing -. 03 . 21** (NS) Planful Problem Solving -. 01 . 18** (NS) 
Overall RZ = . 19 F (8, 147) = 4.27 p= . 0001 Shared Variability = . 09 
****P s . 0001 ***P s . 001 **P s . 01 *P s . 05 
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20.6 PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH COVARIATES OF OVERALL 
JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression was performed, using SPSSx REGRESSION, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, between an overall job stress score, as 
the DV and 24 psychosomatic health covariates as the IVs. 
Table 20.6.1, displays the correlation between the psychosomatic health covariates (IVs) 
with the overall job stress score (DV), the standardized regression coefficients (ß), the 
squared semi partial correlations (sr2) for the significant IVs, the overall squared multiple 
correlations (R2) and F value, independently for sales assistants and supervisors. 
For both sales assistants and supervisors, only two of the 24 psychosomatic health 
covariate made significant unique contributions to the overall job stress variance. 
More specifically, sales assistants scoring low on "feelings that they are going to have a 
nervous breakdown", as indicated by the negative partial regression coefficient (ß=-. 28) 
for this variable, uniquely account for 5% of the overall job stress variance (sr2 =. 05, 
p< . 
01), whereas a smaller but significant proportional of the overall variance in overall 
job stress, is also uniquely accounted by sales assistants scoring high on "shortness of 
breath"(=. 03, p<. 05). For supervisors, those scoring high on "troubled by sweaty 
hands", significantly and uniquely account for 10% of the variance in overall job stress 
sr2 =. 10, p< . 
01), whereas a smaller but significant unique proportion of the variance in 
overall job stress is also contributed by supervisors scoring low on "bothered by increases 
in heart rate"(sr2 = . 06; p<. 05; 0=-. 53). 
The amount of RZ attributable to unique sources was greater for supervisors (. 16) than for 
sales assistants (. 08). Moreover, given that the overall variability is very similar to the 
shared variability for both groups, appears to indicate high multicollinearity among the 
psychosomatic health variables. 
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For both groups and in particular for sales assistants, the bivariate correlations for several 
of the psychosomatic health variables and overall job stress were also significantly 
different from zero, even though they did not make significant unique contributions to the 
variance in overall job stress. Perhaps the relationship between overall job stress and the 
two significant unique contributor variables, for both groups, was also an indirect result 
of the relationship between overall job stress and those variables with significant 
correlations with the DV. 
TABLE 20.6.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH ON 
OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N =136) (N= 36) 
HEALTH sr2 HEALTH sr 
VARIABLES ß th T: (unique) r`" VARIABLES ß r`"" 
r' TS (unique) 
HQ23 -. 28** -. 06 . 
05 HQ18 
. 
65** 
. 45** . 10 HQ 9 . 22* . 31*** . 03 HQ12 -. 53* . 00 . 06 HQ 4 . 16 . 
37*** (NS) HQ 4 . 51 . 40** (NS) HQ22 -. 15 -. 20** (NS) HQ13 . 50 . 45** 
(NS) 
HQ20 . 14 -. 28*** (NS) HQ 2 -. 43 . 31* (NS) HQ15 . 
04 
. 29*** (NS) HQ10 -. 34 . 14 
(NS) 
HQ 2 . 13 . 33*** (NS) HQ 9 -. 34 . 
38** (NS) 
HQ12 -. 13 . 19** (NS) HQ 8 . 29 Al** 
(NS) 
HQ11 . 12 . 37*** (NS) HQ 7 . 29 . 56*** (NS) HQ10 . 12 . 26*** (NS) HQ 6 . 28 . 
25 (NS) 
HQ 8 . 11 . 35*** (NS) HQ22 -. 23 -. 25 (NS) 
HQ13 -. 10 . 05 (NS) HQ 1 -. 22 . 22 (NS) HQ 1 . 08 . 
22** (NS) HQ20 
. 21 . 
27 (NS) 
HQ21 -. 08 . 19** (NS) HQ16 -. 19 . 10 
(NS) 
HQ14 -. 05 . 22** (NS) HQ17 -. 17 . 17 (NS) HQ 5 . 05 . 24** (NS) HQ 5 . 15 . 26 (NS) HQ18 . 04 . 26*** (NS) HQ21 . 11 . 49*** (NS) 
HQ19 -. 03 . 27*** (NS) HQ23 . 11 . 12 
(NS) 
HQ16 -. 02 . 23** (NS) HQ24 . 07 . 40** (NS) HQ 3 . 02 . 
24** (NS) HQ 3 -. 06 . 30* (NS) HQ 6 . 01 . 30*** (NS) HQ19 -. 06 . 33* 
(NS) 
HQ 7 . 01 . 18* 
(NS) HQ14 
. 04 . 02 (NS) HQ17 . 01 . 
29*** (NS) HQ11 
. 03 . 13 
(NS) 
HQ24 -. 01 . 14 (NS) HQ15 . 02 . 29* (NS) 
Overall R2 = . 
37 Overall R2 = . 
89 
F (27, 110)=2.65 p< . 001 F (24, 11) =3.79 p= . 01 
Unique variability = . 08 Unique variability = . 16 Shared variability = . 29 Shared variability = . 73 
*P % . 05 **P s . 01 ***P s . 001 VARIABLES DEFINITION: 
(High scores indicate -health) 
(HQ 1) Trouble getting to sleep or Staying a sleep. 
(HQ 2) Bothered by nervousness, feelings fidgety or tense. 
(HQ 3) Troubled by headaches or pains in the head. 
(HQ 4) Times when you don't feel like eating. 
(HQ 5) Are there times when you get tired easily. 
(HQ 6) How often are you bothered by an upset stomach. 
IHQ 7) Difficulty in getting up in the morning. 
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VARIABLE DEFINITIONS cont.: 
(HQ 8) Does ill-health ever affect the amount of wor you do. 
(HQ 9) Bothered by shortness of breath, when not exercising or working hard. 
(HQ10) Feel 'put out" if something unexpected happens. 
(HQ11) Are there times when you tend to cry easily. 
(HQ12) Bothered by heart beating hard. 
(HQ13) Do you ever smoke, drink, or eat more than you should. 
(HQ14) Do you ever have spells of dizziness. 
(HQ15) Bothered by nightmares. 
(HQ16) Do your muscles ever tremble enough to bother you. 
(HQ17) Do you ever feel mentally exhausted and have difficulty in concentrating or thinking clearly. 
(HQ18) Are you troubled by your hands sweating so that you feel damp and clammy. 
(HQ19) Couldn't take care of things because you just coudn't get going. 
(HQ20) Do you ever just want to be left alone. 
(HQ21) Bothered by all sorts of pains and ailments in different parts of the body. 
(HQ22) For the most part do you feel healthy enough to carry out the things you would like to do. 
(HQ23) Have you ever felt you are going to have a nervous breakdown. 
(HQ24) Do you have any particularly physical or health problems. 
20.7 ALCOHOL & CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION 
COVARIATES OF OVERALL JOB STRESS 
A standard multiple regression analysis was performed using SPSSX REGRESSION, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors, between the overall job stress score as 
the DV and alcohol and cigarette consumption as covariates (IVs). Table 20.7.1, displays 
the results of the standard multiple regression analysis, independently for sales assistants 
and supervisors. 
The results indicate that neither cigarette or alcohol consumption made a significant unique 
contribution to the variance in overall job stress, for neither sales assistants or supervisors. 
Although, there was a small, but significant bivariate correlation between cigarette 
consumption and overall job stress for both groups, the results suggest that neither alcohol 
or cigarette consumption covariate with perceptions of overall job stress. 
TABLE 20.7.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF ALCOHOL & CIGARETTE 
CONSUMPTION ON OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N=139) (N=35) 
VARIABLES: ß elh T9 VARIABLES: B r"''cnrs 
Cigarette Consumption . 
13 
. 
14* Cigarette Consumption 
. 
28 
. 32 . 33* 
Alcohol Consumption . 03 . 05 Alcohol Consumption . 05 . 04 . 09 
Overall R' = . 02 Overall R' = . 11 
F (2,136) = . 25 
P> 
. 
05 (NS) F (2,32) =1.96 P> . 
05 (NS) 
. os 
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20.8 JOB STRESS COVARIATES 
OF PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH 
In an attempt to investigate which of the job stressors made a significant unique 
contribution on an overall psychosomatic health score, a standard multiple regression was 
run, independently for sales assistants and supervisors, using SPSSx REGRESSION, 
between an overall psychosomatic health score (ie., computed independently for both 
groups, by summing up the scores for each individual on the 24 psychosomatic health 
items - high scores indicate ill-health) as the DV and the seven job stressors (IVs) as the 
covariates. 
Table 20.8.1, displays for both sales assistants and supervisors, the bivariate correlations 
between the job stressors (IVs) and the overall psychosomatic health score (DV), the 
standardized coefficient weights (ß), the unstandardized coefficient weights for supervisors 
(B), the squared semi partial correlations (sr2), for the significant IVs, the overall squared 
multiple correlation (R2) and overall F values. 
For supervisors, none of the job stressors made a significant unique contribution to an 
overall psychosomatic health score variance, even though the results of the bivariate 
correlation show significant positive associations between five of the job stressors and the 
overall psychosomatic health score. 
For sales assistants, two of the seven job stressors, "Organisational Climate and Structure" 
(SAF2) and "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" (SAF4), made significant unique 
contributions to the variance in overall psychosomatic ill-health. Although for sales 
assistants, two other job-specific stressors show significant bivariate associations with 
overall psychosomatic health score, they did not made significant unique contributions to 
the regression. Perhaps the relationship between psychosomatic health score and SAF1, 
SAF3, is an indirect result of the relationship between psychosomatic health score and 
SAF2, and SAF4. 
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TABLE 20.8.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF JOB STRESSORS ON 
AN OVERALL PSYCHOSOMATIC HEALTH SCORE (PH) 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N=144) (N=36) 
JOB STRESSORS: er' JOB STRESSORS: 
. -wi to P9 (uni 1 que) B . th PH 1 
. 46*** SAF2 . 35** . 05 SUPZF2 . 25 . 12 . 14 SAF4 . 25** . 45*** . 04 SUPF5 . 21 . 16 . 36*** SAF1 -. 16 . 26*** (NS) SUPF4 . 15 . 19 . 38*** SAF3 . 14 . 35*** 
(NS) SUPF2 
. 12 . 15 . 37*** 
SAZF2 -. 06 -. 01 (NS) SUPF3 -. 07 -. 07 . 22** SAZF3 -. 05 . 06 (NS) SUPZF1 -. 02 -. 02 . 03 
SAZF1 . 03 . 07 (NS) SUPF1 . 02 . 06 . 26** 
Overall R2 = . 28 Overall R' _ . 20 
F (7,136) =7.60 p< . 001 F (7,28) -1.02 p> . 05 (NS) 
Unique variability = . 09 
Shared variability - . 19 
*p s . 05; **p 9 . 
01; ***p s . 001 
The amount of R2 attributable to unique sources for sales assistants equalled . 
09. The 
seven job stressors in combination contributed another . 19 in shared variability. 
Altogether, for sales assistants 28% of the variability in psychosomatic health was 
provided by knowing scores on these seven job stressors. 
20.9 JOB STRESS COVARIATES 
OF JOB SATISFACTION 
In an attempt to investigate which of the of the job stressors made a significant unique 
contribution to the variance in overall job satisfaction, a standard multiple regression 
analysis was run independently for sales assistants and supervisors, using SPSSX 
REGRESSION, between an overall job satisfaction score (ie., computed independently for 
both groups, by summing up the scores for each individual on the two items for job 
satisfaction - high scores indicate job dissatisfaction) as the DV, and the seven job 
stressors (IVs) as the covariate. 
Table 20.9.1, displays for both sales assistants and supervisors, the bivariate correlation 
coefficients, between the job stressors (IVs) and the overall job satisfaction score (DV), 
the standardized coefficient weights (ß), the unstandardized weights for supervisors (B), 
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the squared semi partial correlations (sr2) for the significant IVs, the overall squared 
multiple correlations (R2) and overall F values. 
TABLE 20.9.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF JOB STRESSORS ON 
AN OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION SCORE (JS) 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N=138) (N=35) 
JOB STRESSORS: er2 JOB STRESSORS: ere 
r' ' J8 (uni que) B r' ' (uni que) 
SAF3 . 59**** . 39*** . 15 SUPZF2 . 19** . 49** . 50*** . 19 
SAZF1 . 11 . 18** 
(NS) SUPF4 . 04 . 29 . 39*** 
(NS) 
SAF2 -. 09 . 
29*** (NS) SUPFS -. 03 -. 14 . 19* 
(NS) 
SAZF2 . 03 . 12 
(NS) SUPF3 . 02 . 09 . 43*** (NS) 
SAZF3 - . 01 . 22** 
(NS) SUPF2 . 01 . 09 . 35*** (NS) 
SAF4 -. 01 . 23** (NS) SUPF1 . 01 . 14 . 29*** (NS) 
SAF1 . 
01 . 
34*** (NS) SUPZFI 
. 00 . 01 . 12 
(NS) 
Overall R2 _ . 32 
Overall R2 . . 
43 
F (7,131) -8.68 Ps . 0001 F 
(7,27) -2.97 P- . 02 
Unique variability - . 15 Unique variability - . 19 
Shared variability - . 17 Shared variability . . 24 
*P s . OB **P s . 01 
***P s . 001 
For both sales assistants and supervisors, only one of the seven job stressors made a 
significant unique contribution to the variance in overall job satisfaction. More 
specifically, sales assistants scoring high on the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics 
& Promotion Opportunities" (SAF3) perceived significantly more overall job 
dissatisfaction (, =. 15), than those scoring low. In combination, the seven job stressors 
contributed another 17% of shared variability. Altogether, 32% of the variability in job 
dissatisfaction for sales assistants was found by knowing the scores on these seven job 
stressors. 
For supervisors, only those scoring high on the JSS-product job stressors related to 
"Inequity" (SUPZF2) perceived significantly more overall job dissatisfaction (L I =. 19), 
than those scoring low. In combination, all job stressors contributed another 24% in 
shared variability. Altogether, 43 % of the variability was in overall job dissatisfaction, 
was found by knowing the scores on these seven job stressors. 
Although, for both sales assistants and supervisors, five others job stressors showed a 
significant positive bivariate correlation with overall job satisfaction, none of these job 
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stressors made a significant unique contribution to overall job satisfaction. Again, perhaps 
the relationship between these five job stressors and job satisfaction is an indirect results 
of the relationship between SAF3 and job satisfaction for sales assistants, or between 
SUPZF2 and job dissatisfaction for supervisors. 
20.10 JOB STRESS COVARIATES OF 
ALCOHOL & CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION 
In an attempt to investigate which of the seven job stressors (IVs) made a significant 
unique contribution to alcohol and cigarette consumption (DVs), two standard multiple 
regression analysis were run in turn for each DV, independently for sales assistants and 
supervisors, using SPSSx REGRESSION. 
Table 20.10.1 and Table 20.10.2, displays for both sales assistants and supervisors, the 
correlation coefficients, between the seven job stress components (IVs) and an overall 
alcohol consumption score, and an overall cigarette consumption score (DVs), 
respectively, the standardized coefficient weights (ß), the unstandardized coefficient 
weights for supervisors only (B), the squared semi partial correlations (sr2) for the 
significant IVs, the overall squared multiple correlations (R2) and the overall F values. 
For both sales assistants and supervisors, none of the job stressors made a significant 
unique contribution to alcohol consumption. 
For supervisors, none of the seven job stressors made a unique significant contribution to 
the variance in cigarette consumption. Even though, the bivariate correlations show a 
small but significant positive association between two of the job stressors ("Inequity"- 
SUPZF2 and "Work-Overload"-SUPF4) and overall cigarette consumption. 
For sales assistants, only two of the seven job stressors made a significant unique 
contribution to the variance in overall cigarette consumption. More specifically, sales 
assistants scoring high on the job stressor related to "Organizational Climate and 
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Structure" (sr2 =. 04, p <. 01), consumed significantly more cigarettes than sales assistants 
scoring low on this job stressor. Given the negative sign of the partial regression 
coefficient, sales assistants scoring low on the job stressor related to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors", consumed significantly more cigarettes than those scoring 
high (ß=-. 25, sr' =. 03, p<. 05). The amount of R2 attributable to unique sources is . 07 
for sales assistants. The difference between R2 and the unique variance (. 03) represents 
the shared variance that the seven job stressors for sales assistants, jointly contributed to 
R2. 
TABLE 20.10.1 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF JOB STRESSORS ON 
AN OVERALL ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION SCORE (AC) 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N =144) (N=36) 
JOB STRESSORS: er, JOB STRESSORS: er' 
ß r"1° "` (unique) B r` c (uniq ue) 
SAF1 . 11 . 12 (NS) SUPZF2 . 04 . 24 . 16 
(NS) 
SAZF1 - . 10 - . 10 (NS) SUPF2 -. 01 -. 21 -. 01 (NS) 
SAZF3 -. 09 -. 08 (NS) SUPF5 . 01 . 12 . 12 (NS) SAF2 . 09 . 09 
(NS) SUPF3 -. 01 -. 12 . 03 
(NS) 
SAF4 - . 04 . 03 
(NS) SUPZF1 -. 01 -. 07 -. 04 (NS) 
SAZF2 . 03 -. 01 
(NS) SUPF4 
. 01 . 12 . 09 
(NS) 
SAF3 -. 03 . 04 
(NS) SUPF1 . 00 . 18 . 12 
(NS) 
Overall R' - . 04 Overall R' - . 09 
F (7,136) . 75 P> . 05 (NS) F (7,28) . 38 P> . 05 
(NS) 
TABLE 20.10.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSIONS OF JOB STRESSORS ON 
AN OVERALL CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION SCORE (CC) 
SALES ASSISTANTS SUPERVISORS 
(N=139) (N=35) 
JOB STRESSORS: Br' JOB STRESSORS: Br' 
rice CC (uni que) B r CC (uniq ue) 
SAF2 . 33** . 
22** . 04 SUPZF2 . 07 . 30 . 29* (NS) 
SAF1 -. 25* . 06 . 03 SUPZF1 . 02 . 17 . 20 
(NS) 
3AF3 . 23 . 18* 
(NS) SUPF4 . 02 . 20 . 17* 
(NS) 
SAZF3 -. 14 -. 07 (NS) SUPF3 -. 02 -. 14 . 09 (NS) 
SAN -. 09 . 10 (NS) SUPF5 -. 01 -. 07 . 08 (NS) 
SAZF2 -. 08 -. 06 (NS) SUPF1 . 00 . 13 . 09 
(N8) 
SAM . 02 . 02 
(NS) SUPF2 -. 00 -. 01 . 12 (NS) 
Overall R' - . 10 Overall R' . . 14 
F (7,131) -2.14 P- . 04 F (7,27) - . 64 P> . 05 (N9) 
Unique variability - . 07 
Shared variability - . 03 
"P s . 05 
+«P s . 01 
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Although, the bivariate correlation between "Job Characteristics and Promotion 
Opportunities" (SAF3) and overall cigarette consumption for sales assistants, was 
significantly different from zero, this job stressor did not make a significant unique 
contribution to overall cigarette consumtion. Again, perhaps this relationship is an 
indirect result from the relationship between SAF2, SAF1 and overall cigarette 
consumption. 
Overall, these results appear to indicate that even though, for neither group, job stressors 
covaried with alcohol consumption, for sales assistants increased or decreased cigarette 
consumption covaried with certain job stressors. 
20.11 SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 
Due to the cross-sectional design of this study the regression models investigated are 
hindered by first, the interpretative dilemma surrounding the issue of "cause and effect", 
and secondly, by the high degree of multicollinearity that exists between some of the IVs. 
As such, the full models of regression are not interpreted, and only hypothesis about the 
unique contribution of a set of covariates, acting as multiple predictors, to the overall 
variance of job stress, psychosomatic health, job satisfaction, alcohol, and cigarette 
consumtion, acting in turn as dependent variables, are made. 
As the summary Table 20.11.1 displays, the results of these analysis indicate that, high- 
job stressed sales assistants may be characterized by: (1) greater perceptions of job stress, 
on all seven job stressors and in particular on job-specific stressors; (2) greater uncertainty 
of future promotion, or lack of expectations of promotion; (3) leaving full-time formal 
education at an earlier age; (4) employing more Escape-Avoidance coping modes; (5) 
never having thoughts of ever having a nervous breakdown, and increased shortness of 
breath. 
In contrast, high job stressed supervisors are characterized by: (1) greater perceptions of 
job stress, on six of the seven job stressors, and also in particular on job-specific job 
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In contrast, high job stressed supervisors are characterized by: (1) greater perceptions of 
job stress, on six of the seven job stressors, and also in particular on job-specific jW 
stressors; (2) low pay, working more number of hours per week, and having the longest 
length of service with the company; (3) employing more Escape-Avoidance coping modes; 
(4) troubled by sweaty hands, and bothered by decrease in heart beatings. 
Sales assistants with a high levels of job stress related to "Organisational Climate and 
Structure" report more psychosomatic complaints and cigarette smoking; sales assistants 
with high levels of job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" only 
report more psychosomatic complaints. Whereas sales assistants with higher levels of job 
stress related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" report more Job 
Dissatisfaction. Finally, sales assistants with low levels of job stress related to 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" also report higher levels of cigarette 
consumption. In contrast, only supervisors with high levels of job stress related to 
"Inequity" reported job dissatisfaction. 
(Summary Table 20.11.1 overleaf) 
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SUMMARY TABLE 20.11.1 
COVARIATES OF OVERALL JOB STRESS 
SALES ASSISTANTS: 
JOB STRESSORS 
-Organisational Climate & Structure. 
-Job Characteristics & 
Promotion Opportunities. 
-Interpersonal Relationship with 
Superiors. 
-Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers. 
-Reward Structure. 
SALES ASSISTANTS: 
JOB STRESSORS 
-Lack of Qualitative 
Support. 
-Inequitable Demands. 
& Quantitative 
COVARIATES OF JOB STRESS 
SUPERVISORS: 
JOB STRESSORS 
-Inequity 
JOB DEMOGRAPHICS JOB DEMOGRAPHICS 
-Uncertainty of future promotion -Low monthly salary. 
or expectations of promotion -Increased number of working hours. 
-Longest length of service with the company. 
PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS 
-Left full-time 
formal education at an 
earlier age. 
COPING STYLES 
-Escape-avoidance coping. 
COPING STYLES 
-Escape-avoidance coping. 
PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
-Perceived 
likelihood of "nervous breakdown". -Bothered by sweaty hands. 
-Shortness of breath -(Absence) of palpitations. 
JOB STRESSOR - COVARIATBS OF PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HSALTH 
se, i. ES ASSISTANTS : SUPERVISORS : 
-Organisational 
Climate & Structure. 
-Interpersonal Relationship with Customers. 
JOB STRESSOR - COVARIATZS OF JOB DISSATISFACTION 
M IS ASSISTANTS: 
-Job Characteristics & 
Promotion Opportunities. 
SUPERVISORSz 
-Inequity 
JOB STRSSSOR - COVARIATES OF CIGARETTE CONSUMPTION 
Qý B ASSISTANTS: SUPERVISORS: 
-Organisational 
Climate & Structure. 
-Low Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 
SUPERVISORS: 
JOB STRESSORS 
-Interpersonal Relationships 
with Customers. 
-Job Characteristics & 
Promotion Opportunities. 
-Work-Overload. 
-Relationship with Superiors 
& Organisation. 
-Environment & Social-Work 
Conditions. 
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21.0 INTERACTION MODELS OF STRESS 
In the last two decades, there has been a widespread interest into how individuals appraise 
and cope with stress. This appears to have arisen from the recognition that the association 
between stress and outcome variables is less marked than had been thought (eg. Thoits, 
1983; Cohen et al., 1982; Schroeder & Costa, 1984; Costa & McCrae, 1985a, 1987; 
Ormel & Wohlfarth, 1991). According to Cohen and Edwards (1989) the relationship 
between stressful events and measures of mental and physical health were consistent, but 
have never risen above . 30, which suggests that at best only 9% of the variance in illness 
is accounted by the stressful life event. 
In view of this growing evidence, the "Interactionists" and later the "Transactionists" 
believe, as pointed out by Cox & Fergunson (1991) that: "appraisal is mediated by 
individual differences, and the coping which may follow varies between individuals, and 
this variation may moderate the stress-outcome relationship. Coping is, in a sense, an 
individual difference variable. " More specifically, according to the Transactional model 
of stress, primary appraisal is mediated by individual differences, because individual 
variation in skills, abilities, beliefs, cultural, experience, education, personality 
characteristics and social support systems appears to contribute to individual variation, not 
only in the perception of stressors, but also in their ability and/ or belief ability to cope, 
and the amount of control they have or believe that they have over the stressful situation. 
Finally, individual differences moderate the stress-outcome relationship "not only in 
secondary appraisal and related decision making and in coping, but also in emotional and 
physiological response tendencies, latencies and patterns" (Cox & Fergunson, 1991). 
Consequently, research has since been directed at investigating the possible influence of 
individual differences on the stress-health relationship at two major points: (1) as potential 
mediator variables, which may prevent or attenuate stress appraisal by intervening between 
potential stressful events or event expectations and a stress reaction; (2) as potential 
moderators by intervening between the experience of stress and the onset of pathological 
outcome, by influencing coping ability or effort in a way that facilitates successful coping 
with either the stressor itself (problem-focused) or with the emotional stress reaction 
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(emotion-focused), or by facilitating healthy behaviours that counteract the effects of stress 
reaction (Cohen & Edwards, 1989; Cox & Fergunson, 1991). 
It has also been pointed out that moderator variables are often confused with mediator 
variables, even though there are important conceptual and methodological differences (eg. 
Frese, 1986; Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b; Cox & Fregunson, 1991). According to Cox 
& Fergunson (1991) "a moderator variable is one whose presence or level alters the 
direction or strength of the relationship between two other variables", whereas "a mediator 
variable is one that is responsible for the transmission of an effect, but does not alter the 
nature of the effect". Similarly, Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) also point out that: 
"moderators are antecedent conditions such as personality traits that interact with other 
conditions in producing an outcome", whereas "a mediating variable is generated in the 
encounter and it changes the original relationship between the antecedent and the outcome 
variable". Coping, according to Folkman & Lazarus (1988b), can either be viewed as a 
mediator, if the appraisal is influenced by coping, or as a moderator, if it arises during 
an encounter. Furthermore, Cox also recommends that, given the conceptual differences 
between moderator and mediator variables, different statistical procedures should be 
adopted. That is because, when researchers investigate the effects of mediators variables 
they are interested in the "mechanisms", or in "how" external physical events take on 
psychological meaning (primary appraisal); whereas moderator-focused researchers are 
interested in the "predictors" or in explaining "when" certain responses to stress will 
occur. 
In this analysis however, we are only interested in investigation the possible moderating 
effects of two individual difference variables (ie., coping and neuroticism) upon the 
relationship between several job-specific stressors and two outcome variables (ie. 
psychosomatic complaints and job dissatisfaction), independently for sales assistants and 
supervisors. Thus, following the Interactionist perspective this study predicted that the 
magnitude of the independent and dependent variables would vary as a function of a 
moderator variable. First, a brief introduction to the concept and measurement of coping, 
will be presented. This will be followed by the results of our moderator analysis, first 
for sales assistants and then for supervisors. In the next chapter, a brief introduction to 
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the concept of neuroticism, followed by the result of the analysis on the influence of 
neuroticism upon the relationship between job-specific stressors and the same two outcome 
variables will be presented and discussed. Again, first for sales assistants and then for 
supervisors. 
CONCEPTUALIZATION & MEASUREMENT 
OF COPING 
Although, there is now widespread agreement concerning the importance of coping and 
the fact that there are multiple influences affecting how individuals cope, many researchers 
would also agree that there are still many conceptual and methodological issues 
unresolved. Similarly to the concept of stress, different approaches or the relative 
importance placed on a particular influence, (eg., personality characteristics, the nature 
of the stressful situation, cognitive appraisal) affects both the conceptualization and 
measurement of coping. For this reason, several authors have argued that the existing 
coping literature is too difficult to organize (Edwards, 1988), is too diverse (Endler & 
Parker, 1990) and is fraught with problems (Cohen, 1987). Moreover, there are relatively 
few empirical studies of coping in work settings (Bhagat & Beehr, 1985; Latack, 1986; 
Cohen, 1987; Payne et al, 1982; Dewe, 1991b). This, according to Dewe (1991b) is 
mainly due to the low priority given to the development of "theoretical frameworks and 
appropriate measurement strategies for investigating coping". 
Earlier approaches to psychological coping were conceptualized in terms of "successful 
adjustment" and the need to be in contact with reality (ie. the psychoanalytic approach) 
or exclusively as stable, relatively enduring characteristics or traits (ie., the trait or style 
approach). Coping in this sense was measured by interviews or personality 
questionnaires. As such, the psychoanalytic approach, has been criticised for confounding 
coping with well-being (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), and for not considering for example, 
denial of reality or avoidance coping strategies as effective coping in certain circumstances 
(Suls & Fletcher, 1985). With the widespread acceptance of the transactional theory of 
stress and coping, coping is seldom viewed as a stable personality style, but rather as a 
dynamic process, characterized by cognitive and behavioural efforts that change over time 
in response to specific stressful situations. Researchers like Cohen and Edwards (1989) 
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and Edwards (1988) argue that there is little support for the stress buffering or moderating 
effects of personal traits or styles approach because as previously pointed out by Lazarus 
and Folkman (1984), they are: (1) "poor predictors of actual situational appraisals and 
coping behaviours"; (2) "coping processes are generally inferred from the personality 
measure"... "and seldom actually measured"; and (3) "ignore the multidimensional and 
dynamic nature of actual coping responses". Other reseachers however, believe that even 
though trait approaches cannot assess changes in coping during different stages of a 
stressful event or situational-specific effects, they can be suitable to test many hypothesis, 
such as characterizing an individual's typical responses to stressors (Stone et al., 1991; 
Carver et al., 1989). More specifically, Carver et al. (1989) argue that "the fact that trait 
measures were poor predictors in the past tell us more about the predictive value of 
specific personality differences than it tells about the role of individual differences in 
general". Moreover, they believe that: (1) there may be "stable coping styles or 
dispositions that people bring with them to the stressful situation that they 
encounter... stable preferences may derive from personality, or they may develop for other 
reasons"; and (2) that personality characteristics may predispose people to cope in certain 
ways. 
Consistency of coping, or the tendency for a single individual to cope in the same manner 
across a range of situations, should be arrived at empirically and not on a priori basis 
(Folkman, 1982; Stone et al., 1991). Carver et al. (1989) found small associations 
between coping dispositions and situational coping activities, and between coping 
dispositions and several, more traditional personality variables. However, they conclude 
that these small links not only show that individuals vary their use of particular coping 
strategies as a function of the kind of situation in which they find themselves, but also that 
both traits and coping dispositions play a role in situational coping. Moreover, it may be 
as Carver et al also suggested, "people may cope better when they are able to turn easily 
to familiar and comfortable strategies than when those strategies are unavailable or 
unworkable". There are also arguments that most people are consistent under certain 
situational conditions. For example, Folkman and Lazarus (1980) found that problem- 
focused coping tends to predominate when individuals feel that something can be done, 
whereas emotion-focused coping tends to predominate when people feel that little can be 
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done about the stressor. However, whether this is mainly due to situational-specific 
coping efforts, resources, personal stylistic tendencies or all three, toward handling the 
stressful situation is still unclear. Perhaps many of these issues would become clear if 
there were better distinctions between concepts. 
Some researchers such as Dewe (1988) believe that it is important to make clear 
distinctions between "coping resources" and "coping strategies", since "the demands of 
a particular situation are evaluated in part by the coping resources the individual believes 
are available to help cope with those demands". That is, individual coping strategies are 
often influenced by their coping resources (Callan, 1993). Thus, coping styles and coping 
processes are both coping strategies. However, whereas coping styles are "generalized 
coping strategies", defined by Menaghan (1983) for example as "typical, habitual 
preferences for ways of approaching problems"; coping processes also known as "efforts" 
are "situational-specific" covert or overt "actions" (Menaghan, 1983; Stone et al., 1991). 
On the other hand, coping resources are "generalized attitudes and skills that are 
considered advantageous across many situations". Coping resources according to 
Menaghen include: "attitudes about self (esteem, ego strength), attitudes about the world 
(sense of coherence, belief in mastery), intellectual skill (cognitive flexibility and 
complexity, analytic abilities, knowledge) and interpersonal skills (communication skills, 
competence and ease in interpersonal interactions)". Nevertheless, coping resources have 
also been viewed as either personal stylistic tendencies or as situation-specific coping 
efforts. However, it has also been pointed out that repeated transactions with the stressor 
may alter the resource itself (Cohen & Edwards, 1989). Based on an extensive review 
of the literature in coping and stress management programmes Callan (1993) argues that 
there is a large range of coping efforts and resources that could be employed by the 
individual to cope with for example organizational change. He presented these into three 
broad individual coping strategies: (1) "Use of coping efforts: problem-focused, emotion- 
focused; (2) "Reliance on internal resources (personality traits, internal locus of control, 
hardiness, sense of mastery); and (3) "Use of external resources and social supports 
(spouse, family, friends, managers, co-workers). 
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Given the central aspect of coping to contemporary theories of stress, research on coping 
appears to have fallen into three general, but related categories: (1) efforts to develop a 
typology of coping processes; (2) the manner in which coping is selected; and (3) the 
process by which coping affects stress and well-being. 
Developing a Typolog'oýping Strategies: 
There are many ways to classify coping strategies (Moos & Billings, 1982). As such, 
theorists also tend to differ widely in the manner in which they identify and classify 
coping strategies as well as, in the number of coping strategies they propose. According 
to Singer (1984), two general strategies have been adopted for the study of coping with 
stress. The first or "theory-based" strategy, employs scales from an pre-established 
theoretical framework, measuring various categories of coping strategies to assess the 
relative effectiveness of each category in regulating the relationship between stressors and 
various outcome measures. The second or "stressor-based" strategy, examines a particular 
stressor and compares the coping strategies of individuals who cope successfully with 
those who do not, as indicated by mood and/ or health outcomes. Martin (1989) points 
out that the theory-based strategy, even though it fails to examine coping strategies that 
may be effective, because they are not covered in the theoretical framework, provides 
more generalized results and abetter understanding of the stress process, than the stressor- 
based strategy. On the other hand, the stressor-based strategy provides a more 
comprehensive catalogue of coping strategies that are effective in dealing with a specific 
stressor. Carver et al., (1989) believes that a more theoretical approach to scale 
development is recommended, in view of the fact that these approaches have proved useful 
in the past in analysing behaviour in various domains (eg., performance task, test anxiety 
and social anxiety). However, Dewe (1991b) believes that coping typologies should be 
based on individuals' reports of specific behaviours rather than established primarily on 
conceptual grounds. Finally, it has also been proposed that the two approaches should be 
integrated in search of a middle ground (Endler & Parker, 1990; Amirkhan, 1990). 
Nevertheless, Dewe (1991b) identified the following four current approaches in 
occupational stress for identifying and classifying coping strategies: (1) on an apriori 
basis; (2) on a predetermined classification system; (3) on the coping process itself; and 
(4) on the strategies individuals report coping. 
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With the rise in popularity of the transactional approach, several situational-specific, self- 
reported questionnairs have emerged. Within this approach Cox & Fergunson (1991) 
describes two overlapping approaches in constructing coping scales. One of these 
approaches classifies coping with stress in "general"; the other approach, classifies coping 
in response to a "specific types of stressful situations", such as work (eg., Cohen, 1987; 
Latack, 1986; Dewe & Guest, 1990). 
Despite the problems with self-report techniques (Cohen, 1987; Edwards, 1988) in 
particular those described by Stone et at. (1991) already discussed in earlier chapters of 
this study, Dewe (1991a) and others, still believe this to be the best method available, 
since several studies have shown significant relationships between self-report coping and 
adaptation outcomes (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
One of the most popular self-report coping questionnaires employed today is the "Ways 
of Coping Scales" (WCS) devised by Lazarus & Folkman (1984; 1988c). The WCS 
enables efficient assessment of a wide variety of coping responses without any a priori 
assumptions about the usefulness of particular coping strategies. Moreover, subjects can 
respond to coping items in a number of ways. With the situational-specific coping scales, 
subjects typically describe a recent stressful situation, appraise it, and then answer a series 
of questions about the ways in which they handle an event. Alternatively, subjects could 
also report how they generally cope or how they would cope with an imaginary problem 
(Stone et al., 1991). However, according to Carver et al., (1989) "when assessing a 
dispositional coping style , the 
items are framed in terms of of what the person usually 
does when under stress. When assessing situational responses, the items are framed in 
terms of what the person did (or is doing currently) in a specific coping episode or doing 
a specific period of time (in a manner analogous to the way in which the Ways of Coping 
Scale is typically administered". 
In this study coping was defined as "typical" cognitive and behavioural responses adopted 
by the individual in response to perceived work-related stressors to deal or manage the 
stressful situation and/or its consequences. The researcher is aware that: (a) individuals 
are constantly in a state of adaptation; (b) that it is also important to understand how 
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individuals deal with specific stressful events over time; and (c) that coping involves both 
"feedback and feedward loops" (Cox, 1978). However, it was not possible in this study 
to conceptualize coping as a dynamic process that changes over time. Instead, it was 
inferred as a "personal coping style", given that coping disposions can also play a role in 
dealing with stressful events. Thus, the items of the Ways of Coping scale were framed 
in terms of what the person "usually" does when under stress at work. However, 
conceptually and operationally independent measures were employed to assess personality 
dimensions and personal coping styles, on the grounds that personality dimensions, such 
as neuroticism, may influence coping but they are not "actions or reactions" by the 
individual to manage stressful situations (Payne, 1988). Moreover, whether or not coping 
is viewed as a personal disposition, situational response or resource, there is evidence to 
suggest that individuals rely on both cognitive and behavioural forms of emotion- and 
problem-focused coping and their subvarieties in managing the demands of stressful 
situations (eg., Baum et al., 1983; McCrae, 1982; Folkman & Lazarus, 1984). A 
common problem however with research on coping strategies, is the difficulty in 
distinguishing coping behaviours with coping functions. According to Schreurs et al. 
(1984, a Dutch study cited in Boumans & Landeweerd, 1992), this is because most coping 
behaviour does not exclusively influence either the situation, or the perception and 
evaluation of the threatening situation, or the stress experienced. In view of the argument 
put forward by several researchers such as Peacock & Wong (1983) that some 
differentiation among forms of emotion- and problem-focused coping is needed, both 
functions of coping as well as their subvarieties are considered in this analysis, as 
recommended by Folkman and Lazarus (1988b). 
Selecting Coping Strategy 
According to Edwards (1988) individuals rarely select coping strategies in a rational 
manner as proposed by the "Normative" approach. That is, when under stress, 
individuals do not consciously generate a comprehensive set of coping strategies, evaluate 
success and potential consequences of each coping strategy, and select the strategy which 
minimizes stress and maximizes well-being. Instead, Edwards (1988) proposes a 
"Descriptive Model of Selection" based on the decision-making literature. 
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According to the Descriptive model, individuals tend to: (1) consider a very limited 
number of coping strategies, because of the difficulty in generating feasible coping 
alternatives; (2) assess coping success or failure in a biased and inaccurate manner, mainly 
because determining all potential consequences of each coping strategy will exceed 
individual mental capabilities (Janis & Mann, 1977), and under stress the evaluation 
process is likely to interfere with information processing (Folkman, Schaefer & Lazarus, 
1979); (3) select coping strategies that in terms of well-being meet only minimal criteria 
(ie., marginally improve current well-being, or preserve a customary level of affect), 
mainly because their ability to anticipate the consequences of each coping strategy is 
limited. Finally, the amount of effort expended by the individual toward the generation, 
perceived efficacy, and the selection of coping strategies may be influenced by the 
following seven major factors, which are interrelated and which are likely to have direct, 
indirect and interactive effects on the amount of efforts employed by the individual to the 
coping strategy selection process: (1) level of stress experienced; (2) perceived importance 
of stressful situation; (3) time available; (4) amount of social information available to the 
individual; (5) the associated desired cost in implementing each coping strategy; and (6) 
the level of ambiguity of each situation, which will influence perceived efficacy (ie., the 
greater the ambiguity the more the individual will rely on belief-systems, Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984). 
The research presented by Edwards (1988) in support of this descriptive model of 
selection of coping strategies appears to support the cognitive limits to rationality, and 
hence may help future researchers and clinicians as to the difficulties that individuals have 
in generating, selecting and evaluating coping strategies under stress. Nevertheless, it also 
appears to underestimate individuals' ability to cope with stressful situations, and fails to 
account for many other social and individual characteristics and resources that help 
individuals to generate, select and evaluate appropriate coping strategies. 
The manner in which individuals select and evaluate coping strategies was not investigated 
in this study, even though it is a related topic to the effectiveness of coping. Instead, it 
was assumed that given the constrains of work situations that, individuals are more likely 
to rely on personal coping dispositions, than to generate new more effective, but perhaps 
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more stressful coping techniques. This is not to say that individuals rely solely on these 
coping styles. 
Coping Effectiveness: 
The cognitive theorists believe that the perception of stress is influenced by coping, and 
coping may have a direct influence on the relationship between the perception of stress 
and well-being (Martin, 1989). 
More specifically, Coping is believed to reduce stress perceptions in the following three 
ways: (1) by altering the individual's physical and social environment or change a 
personal characteristic - problem-focused coping; (2) by altering one's evaluation or 
appraisal of the stressor in order to reduce perceptions of the threat - appraisal-focused 
coping; (3) by managing one's somatic or emotional reactions to the stressor - emotion- 
focused coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Moos & Billings, 1982; Pearlin et al., 1981; 
Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). Several studies have also shown that the way in which an 
individual copes with a stressor affects psychological, physiological and social well-being. 
However, it is not clear whether coping strategies have a (a) direct influence on well- 
being (the direct effects model), in a desirable- (eg. by engaging in relaxation techniques) 
or in undesirable-way (eg. by having to face a punitive supervisor) (Edwards, 1988); (b) 
or only a moderating impact upon the relationship between stressful situations and well- 
being (the interaction or stress-buffering model). Still others have found both direct and 
interactive effects (e. g. Aldwin & Reveson, 1987). 
The main effects model, also known as the additive or direct effects model, postulates that 
coping has beneficial direct effects on well-being regardless of the nature or stressfulness 
of the situation. On the other hand, the interaction or stress-buffering model, argues that 
coping has few main effects but moderates the impact of stressful events to different 
degrees, depending on the type of degree of stress faced (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987). 
The main disagreement between the two perspectives according to Aldwin & Revenson 
(1987), relates to the most appropriate approach. That is, some researchers would argue 
that a statistical interaction between stress and coping is not necessary to reach conclusions 
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about a stress-buffering effect (e. g. Boyce, 1981; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978,1979; 
Wheaton, 1980), others maintain that joint, and not simple additive, effects of stress and 
coping must be demonstrated (eg. Felton et al, 1984; Lin and Ensel, 1981; Lin, Simeone, 
Ensel & Kue, 1979; Marshall, 1979). Still others, like Edwards (1988) believe that the 
process by which coping affects stress and influences well-being can only be identified by 
examining the impact of coping on the determinants of stress. 
With respect to the consequences of coping on stress and well-being Edwards (1988) sums 
this up by saying that: 
"it consists of the alteration of the basic determinants of experienced stress. 
That is, regardless of the particular characteristics of the coping strategy 
in use, its ultimate impact on stress and well-being occurs through the 
alteration of the perceptions, desires and importance which constitute 
experienced stress. In addition, coping may affect stress associated with 
the other life facets by influencing perceptions, desires and importance 
associated with these facets. Furthermore, the implementation of the 
coping strategy itself may serve as a source of stress, producing an effect 
on well-being which is distinct from the effects of the stressful experience 
toward which coping efforts are directed. The examination of the impacts 
of coping on the determinants of stress, on stress associated with other life 
facets, and stress associated with coping itself represents a fruitful area for 
future research" 
Although, a number of studies have shown a relationship between certain types of coping 
and some outcome measure, such as depression, anxiety, and other psychological 
symptoms (eg., V ital iano et al., 1985; V ital iano, Katon, et al., 1987; Coyne et al., 1981; 
Folkman & Lazarus, 1986; Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, et at., 1986; Pearlin & Schooler, 
1978; Felton & Revenson, 1984; Felton, Revenson & Hinrichsen, 1984; Mitchell, 
Cronkite & Moos, 1983; Manne & Sandler, 1984; Silver et al., 1986) not all studies have 
produced consistent results, and there is little consensus as to which coping strategies are 
most effective. For example, some studies have found that problem-focused coping 
decreases emotional distress, whereas emotional-focused coping increases it (eg. Felton 
& Revenson, 1984; Manne & Slander, 1984; Silver et al., 1986; Mitchell, Cronkite & 
Moos, 1983). Other studies have found the opposite (eg., Baum, Fleming & Singer, 
1983). Yet, Menaghan (1982) found that problem-focused coping had little effect on 
emotional distress, but did decrease subsequent problems. Studies of coping with 
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occupational stressors have also produced mixed results. For example, Hall (1972) found 
"direct action" on the environment to be associated with higher role satisfaction, but 
Harrison and Minor (1978) did not find such a link. Consistent with Pearlin and Schooler 
(1978) findings, Needle et al. (1981) in a study of teachers work stress, coping and 
outcomes, found that direct actions had no significant effect on outcomes, while optimism 
comparison did reduce distress. Menaghan and Merves (1984) argue that many of these 
studies examine reductions in distress rather than the impact of coping efforts on 
occupational problems. They believe that it is more realistic to reduce stress feelings, 
which may also aid problem-solving, than actually leave the job. 
According to Menaghan and Merves (1984), in occupational coping research there is little 
empirical evidence for the ineffectiveness of emotion-focused coping efforts, even though 
there appears toA general bias towards the effectiveness of problem-solving strategies. 
For example, they cited Dornbusch and Scott (1975) as maintaining that workers have 
three major options in handling work stressors: (1) to leave their job/ organization; (2) to 
lower their expectations; and (3) to communicate their dissatisfaction to the authority 
system and suggest changes in conditions, which according to Fennell et al (1981), is the 
only "constructive and adaptive response". Consistent with Pearlin and Schooler (1978) 
findings, Menaghan and Merves (1984) report that occupational problems may not be 
easily resolved by individual efforts alone, and according to Shinn et al (1984) individual's 
responses have little effect on problems. More recently, Leana and Feldman (1990) found 
that individuals may not be willing to use problem-focused coping strategies, to deal for 
example with job loss, because they simply add to the stress. On the other hand, Callan 
(1993) argues that work-related stressors such as organizational change, are likely to elicit 
problem-focused coping because situations tend to be appraised as threatening, but 
changeable. 
However, research that focused primarily on the direct effects of coping on well-being 
(eg., Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; Billings & Moos, 1982; Folkman & Lazarus, 1985) and 
other studies that have examined the impact of coping on reported problem resolutions 
(eg., Folkman, 
Lazarus, Dunkel-Sheffer, et al., 1986; McCrae & Costa, 1986; Menaghan 
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& Merves, 1984) have also been criticised by Edwards (1988) for failing to examine 
"whether the impact of coping is mediated by the determinants of stress". 
Although, it has also been shown that many factors can influence the relation between 
coping and health outcomes, such as personal and social characteristics of the individual 
(eg., Bolger, 1990), type of stressor (eg., Pearlin & Schooler, 1978), the degree of stress 
experienced (eg., Menaghan, 1982), the nature of the relationship is still far from clear. 
For example, McCrae & Costa (1986) found that the relationship between coping and 
distress disappeared when they controlled for the personality variables of neuroticism, 
extraversion, and openness. However, Folkman, Lazarus and Gruen, et al., (1986) found 
that coping continued to contribute to distress for a different set of personality variables 
(mastery and interpersonal trust). Folkman & Lazarus (1988c) argue that the personality 
variables employed by McCrae & Costa were confounded with the outcome measures. 
The type of outcome measure employed may also contribute to the inconsistent results 
found between coping and well-being. A number of investigators have found that coping 
did not account for changes in measures of well-being over time (Felton & Revenson, 
1984; Pearlin, et al., 1981; Billings & Moos, 1984). However, according to Kasl (1983), 
to show a causal relationship, an outcome must be selected that is expected to change over 
time. 
Menaghan (1983) points out that "what is considered coping depends on the criteria used 
for judging its effectiveness: to cope is to manage a stress successfully and coping 
responses ought to show some evidence of effectiveness". Although, measures of 
emotional distress are often used to assess the effectiveness of coping, according to Felton 
and Revenson (1984), distress itself may affect both how an individual copes and the 
efficacy of the strategy. Aldwin & Revenson (1987), also point out that, even though "the 
effects of coping efforts on the problem" is seldom examined, it is "perhaps the most 
important mediating factor". That is, "the effectiveness of a coping strategy in reducing 
psychological symptoms may well depend on its efficacy in a particular situation". Two 
studies reported by Folkman & Lazarus (1988c) appear to support this principle. For 
example, Collins, Baum, and Singer (1983) on examining the relationship of coping and 
various outcomes among residents at Three Mile Island (TMI), both at the time of the 
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accident and again two years later, found that the effects of coping were most evident on 
measures of symptom distress and task performance and had considerably less impact on 
catecholamine levels. Given that the problems at TMI were chronic and not ameanable 
to change, residents of the TMI area who employed greater amounts of problem-oriented 
strategies also reported more symptoms and greater emotional disturbance than did 
residents reporting lesser use of these strategies. Conversely, greater use of emotion- 
focused coping among TMI area residents was associated with less symptom reporting and 
emotional disturbance. Similarly, Forsythe and Compas (1987) also found the use of 
relatively more problem-focused than emotion-focused coping for events that were 
appraised as controllable was associated with an adaptive outcome; whereas, the use of 
relatively more emotion-focused than problem-focused coping was associated with an 
adaptive outcome for events that were appraised as uncontrollable. 
Overall, studies examining the additive versus interactive effects of coping on outcomes, 
have also produced mixed results, perhaps due to the variation in statistical procedures 
employed (Finney, Mitchell, Cronkite and Moos, 1984), or to the difficulty in detecting 
interaction effects with cross-sectional data (House, 1981). That is, several studies have 
found main effects only, whereas others have found evidence for interaction effects. Still 
others, have found both main and interactive effects. For example, Mitchell et al (1983) 
found additive effects and weak evidence for interaction effects. Pearlin et al. (1981) 
found that problem-focused coping had only interaction effects and no main effects on 
depression. Martin & Lefcourt (1983) found in a series of studies that humour as a 
coping strategy had a clear buffering effect on negative life events. In occupational stress 
and coping, Menaghan and Merves (1984) examined the effectiveness of four occupational 
coping strategies (i. e., direct action, optimistic comparisons, selective ignoring, restricted 
expectations), in reducing ocupational distress and later occupational problems. They 
found that none of the coping efforts directly affected later problems, but less use of 
restricted expectations and greater optimistic comparisons were related to lower levels of 
occupational distress and reduced distress over time. They also tested the possible 
interactive effects of coping strategies with problem levels and coping strategies by 
situational context in predicting occupational distress, but did not find any significant 
deviations from the linear additive model. After controlling for initial levels of stress and 
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psychological symptoms, Aldwin & Reverson (1987) however, in an attempt to examine 
the additive- versus buffering-effects model of the relation between 8 coping strategies 
(WCS) and well-being, found that escapism and self-blame had direct effects on 
symptoms, specifically by increasing emotional distress, whereas problem-focused coping 
strategies showed interactive effects. They concluded that both additive and interactive 
models were operative depending on whether problem- or emotion-focused coping were 
investigated. 
On the other hand, a more recent review by Cohen and Edwards (1989) dismissed much 
of the research literature on buffering effects on the grounds that there was little 
convincing evidence to suggest that personality factors or coping has a stress-buffering 
role. They argued that the only evidence for a stress-buffering-role of coping strategies 
is when they influence the interpretation of an event. Cohen and Edwards further argue 
that it is not possible to distinguish interactive processes from the main effects of 
personality or coping on outcomes unless the effects of the individual differences measures 
are studied under high and low (or no) stress conditions. Steptoe (1991), however points 
out that Cohen and Edwards' review ignored the psychophysiological literature where 
"stress buffering effects can be shown if a difference in the magnitude of stress responses 
between groups varying on the personality or coping measure is found, coupled with a 
lack of differences under baseline or control conditions" 
Statistical Procedures: 
Given the specified conceptual differences between individual differences as mediators of 
stress appraisal and as moderators of the stress-outcome relationship, different statistical 
procedures have been recommended. According to Cox & Fergunson (1991), the role of 
m gdiAj2 r in the stress process is tested by using a sequence of three standard regressions, 
whereas the role of moderator variables (especially when the independent variables are 
viewed as continuous variables), is often tested by hierarchical multiple regressions 
(Cohen & Cohen, 1975), where the interaction term is assessed by the cross-product of 
two functions (Saunders, 1956) or deviation scores (Finney et al, 1984). 
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Traditional statistical procedures for interactive models have included dividing subjects via 
median splits on the independent and moderator variables and then conducting an analysis 
of variance in a2X2 factorial design on the dependent measures. That is, both 
independent and moderator variables are treated as dichotomous. and thus the moderator 
variable is made apparent by the interaction term in ANOVA (Bobko, 1986). 
Alternatively, subgrouping analysis of correlation coefficients may be computed between 
independent and dependent stress measures. This is the usual approach when the 
moderator is dichotomous and the independent variable is continuous. However, this 
approach assumes that the independent variable has equal variance at each level of the 
moderator, and that the amount of measurement error in the dependent variable does not 
vary as a function of the moderator variable, causing spurious correlations between the 
independent and dependent variable(s) (Dunlap & Kemery, 1987). According to Cohen 
& Edwards (1989), this strategy tests the differences between the amounts of variance 
explained by the correlations rather than their regression slopes. 
A more powerful and popular statistical technique, also comparable to analysis of 
variance, is to conduct a hierarchical multiple regression analysis using an interactive term 
as recommended by Cohen & Cohen (1983), because it treats the predictor variables as 
continuous. This strategy involves computing a multiple regression equation, using the 
outcome measure as the criterion or dependent variable, and for a more meaningful 
interpretation of the interaction term, it requires that the "main effects" be previously 
entered into the hierarchical analysis. In other words, entering first the independent stress 
measure, then the moderator variable, and finally the product of these two latter two 
measures (ie, the interaction term). Thus, the interactive term involves forming a 
multiplicative term, X1X2, which is said to encompass the interaction effect, and to 
calculate two R2 values, one for the main effects equation and another for the following 
three-term equation: 
Y=C+ß1X, +ß2Ä2 +PAX2 
where Y is the predicted score for the dependent variable; X, is the independent measure 
of stress; XZ is the moderator variable, c is the constant, and ß,, ßz, and ß3 are the 
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standardized regression weights. A significant increase in R2 as suggested by a 
statistically significant difference between the two R2 values (barring a Type I error), 
indicates an interaction effect between the independent and moderator variables. The 
strength of the interaction effect can be evaluated by means of an "eta-squared like 
statistic". Specifically, the difference between the squared multiple correlation for the 
"main-effects only" model and the interaction model. The nature of the interaction effect 
may be discerned by examining the (33 in the three-term equation, since it indicates the 
number of standard scores that the slope of Yon X, changes, given a one-standard score 
change in X2. 
In the following sections of this chapter, the interaction or moderating effects of several 
individual coping styles and of neuroticism will be examined, independently for sales 
assistants and supervisors, on the relationship between several job-specific stressors and 
psychosomatic ill-health/ job dissatisfaction. 
21.1 INTERACTING EFFECTS OF 
COPING STYLES: 
In this analysis we attempt to investigate whether both or either problem- and emotion- 
focused coping strategies, and their subvarieties, have a reducing effect on sales assistants' 
and supervisors' psychosomatic ill-health and/ or job dissatisfaction by either: 
(1) directly reducing the job stressor (path a, Fig. 1); 
(2) directly reducing psychosomatic complaints and/ or job dissatisfaction (path c, Fig. 1); 
(3) moderating the relationship between job stressors and psychosomatic ill-health/ job 
dissatisfaction (path b, Fig. 1). 
This last hypothesis assumes that there are no main effects or only "conditional main 
effects" of coping on either psychosomatic ill-health/job dissatisfaction or job stressors, 
but the relationship between them is in some way altered (ß,, will be significant less than 
zero). However, the strength and the nature of the interaction effect will very much 
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depend on the type of coping style employed, as well as on the type of job stressor and 
outcome under investigation. 
Methodologically, coping buffering should reduce the strength of association between job 
stressor(s) and psychosomatic complaints/ job dissatisfaction, independently of the direct 
effect of the level of coping on the level of outcome. This implies that buffering will exist 
even if coping actually increases outcome in some situations. This also implies that 
individuals experiencing high job stress will have lower psychosomatic complaints/ job 
dissatisfaction in the presence of coping. Moreover, we would also expect buffering to 
occur more strongly for some types of coping than others. We would predict that if an 
interaction exists between a coping style and a job stressor, the strength of the buffering 
effect will be dependent on the job stressor. Specifically, we would predict that coping 
strategies would "buffer" or moderate the relationship between job-specific stressors and 
psychosomatic complaints/ job dissatisfaction. However, given that for certain job 
stressors some coping styles may not be as adaptive, in these cases we would predict a 
small or no buffering effect. Given that some coping styles may themselves be a source 
of stress, we may also expect a reverse buffering or an "exacerbating" effect on the 
association to occur for certain types of coping styles. 
According to several authors (e. g., Cox & Fergunson, 1991; Wiggins, 1973; Stone, 
1985), the moderating properties of a variable are best represented as an interaction. The 
interaction term for a regression modelling is defined for example by Stone (1985) " as 
the cross product of the two variables in question". Stone goes on to argue that 
"significant testing is accomplished not by a comparison of the new betas to those in the 
previous step but by comparing the variance explained by the model with and without the 
interaction term (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). Furthermore, test of main effect models 
ignoring interactional effects can result in entirely inadequate and misleading predictions". 
Following this argument, in this analysis, the strength of a significant interactions were 
determined by comparing the change in variance explained by the main and interaction 
models. Thus, changes in betas were not interpreted as moderating effects. 
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COPING STYLES 
c (X2) 
d (X, X2) 
JOB STRESSOR PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH 
b (X, ) JOB DISSATISFACTION 
Fig. 1 Theoretical model of the effects of coping styles. 
The following two steps were taken in the attempt to examine the model: (1) Path "a" 
represented in Fig 1, was estimated by regressing a job-specific stressor (I) onto a coping 
style variable in a separate regression analysis to that of the interaction model; (2) To 
estimate the values of paths b, c and d, X, (job stressor) and X2 (coping style) are first 
entered in the regression equation, followed by the computed product term, job stressor 
x coping style (X, X2). More specifically, in the interaction model the outcome variable 
(Psychosomatic Ill-Health or Job Dissatisfaction) represented by Y in the regression 
equation, is regressed onto all three terms using a hierarchical multiple regression analysis 
through SPSSx. The regression coefficient for X, is the value of "b" in the model; the 
regression coefficient for X2 is the value of "c" in the model; the regression coefficient 
for X, X2 is the value of "d" in the model. 
"a" represents the main effects of a coping style on the dependent variable (a 
job-specific stressor). 
"c" represents the "conditional" main effects of a coping style on the dependent 
variable (psychosomatic ill-health or job dissatisfaction). 
"b" represents the "conditional" main effects of job-specific stressor on 
psychosomatic ill-health or job dissatisfaction (DV). 
"d" indicates how much the effect of a job-specific stressor on psychosomatic 
ill-health or job dissatisfaction changes, given a one-unit (supervisors)/ 
standard score (sales assistants) change in coping style. 
ýroretatn of main effects: 
Derived from different conceptions as to what constitutes a main effect, there are three 
main approaches in the literature, according to Finney et al (1984), for estimating main 
effects in the presence of a significant interaction: 
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(1) the "zero-point method" assumes that even when the interaction effect is not significant 
the multiplicative regression analyses estimates the effect of each constituent variable at 
the zero point of the other constituent variable(s), since main effects refer to the influence 
of a variable in the absence of conditions, that when present to some degree, modify that 
effect. Finney et al (1984) questions the applicability of this approach to stress research, 
since it is unlikely that few people are completely isolated from environmental stressors 
or personal coping resources; 
(2) the "average-effect method" proponents as reported by Finney et al., argue that the 
interpretation of main effects in the presence of significant interactions is valid but 
different from when no interaction is present. That is, given a significant effect, the main 
effect is interpreted as the average effect of a variable across all observed scores of the 
moderator variable(s). The estimated effects of the constituent variables are still those at 
the zero point of the moderator variable, but after deviating scores on the moderator 
variable from its mean, the zero point is the mean of the moderator variable (Overall et 
al, 1981). Finney et al (1984) found that although the estimated interaction effect (b3) was 
the same for both approaches, they differed for main effects depending on whether zero- 
point or average effects were estimated. Finney et al concluded that an average effect 
across the distribution of observed scores on the modifier variable versus the constant 
overall effect may be useful, even if the effect is not constant across all levels of the 
moderator variable, which may depend on unknown factors that were not included in the 
regression; 
(3) the "no-main effect method" proponents argue that there are no main effects for 
constituent variables in the presence of a significant interaction effect (eg. Cleary & 
Kessler, 1982; Cramer & Appelbaum, 1980), because the effect of stress is conditional 
upon the level of another variable such as coping. As such, there is no constant effect or 
main effect, instead b, and b2 represent "conditional effects". 
In this analysis, stress is also viewed as being conditional upon the level of a moderator 
variable (coping or neuroticism), and we will thus be referring to main effects as 
conditional effects, in the presence of interactions. 
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In the absence of a significant interaction effect, main effects will be interpreted with 
caution, since this may be indicative that: (a) either the sample does not diverge from zero 
enough; or that (b) given that constant relationships are unlikely in nature, as Overall et 
al (1981) and Finney et al (1984) suggested, the research design may not have sufficient 
power to detect true interactions; (c) or (in the case of supervisors) the observed number 
of cases was not large enough to achieve an adequate level of statistical power (Jaccard 
et al., 1990). However, hypothesized interaction effects that do not reach significant 
levels will also be reported, since "consistent non-significant results are at least as 
valuable to science as are incoherent significant results" (Cronbach & Snow, 1977). 
Moreover, we recognize that there may be other variables that are important in the stress 
process but are not included in this study. We also realize that we cannot establish 
causality with cross-sectional data, and that the explicit causal assumptions this analysis 
is making is disputable. In addition, as noted by South-Wood (1978), Althauser (1971) 
and Karasek et al. (1982), a regression model of this form also introduces a series of 
methodological problems: (1) indeterminancy of the b3 coefficient when X, and X2 are 
correlated; (2) the values of all coefficients as well as their t- or F-statistics will vary 
according to the origins of the scales of X, and X2 (i. e., the question of a zero level of 
coping or stressor); (3) the multiplicative term itself is "symmetrical" in its analytic 
treatment of coping and stressors. It thus seems to provide empirical support equivalently 
well for two separate choices: (a) the effect of job stressors on outcome varies by the level 
of coping; or (b) the effect of coping on outcome varies by the level of job stressors. 
Karasek et al. (1982) proposes a non-symmetrical interaction of the La Rocco et al (1980) 
type that measures the strength of the stressor/outcome association within subgroups of 
high, medium and low buffers. However, they also point out that "this subgroup method 
looses information and requires interpretative caution if stressors and moderator variables 
are correlated". 
Given the small number of studies in the occupational literature investigating interactive 
effects, we though that even though cross-sectional data cannot fully support causality, 
that this analysis may contribute to some understanding of the relationship between 
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different job stressors, coping styles and outcomes. Furthermore, to avoid the loss of 
information which is precipitated by the use of subgroups, in this analysis the interaction 
effects were investigated without the use of high, medium or low subgroups. Thus, 
whereas the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 determined or not the presence of 
a significant interaction; the strength of the interaction effect was determined by the 
difference in squared multiple correlation for the "conditional" main-effects only model 
and the interaction model; and finally, the nature and direction of the association between 
the variables was determined by the 0 weight coefficients. 
Analysis & Results: 
Hierarchical regression analysis was employed to examine interactive effects, with 
separate analyses conducted for sales assistants and supervisors (2), for each job stressor 
dimension of the job-specific stress questionnaire (ie, 4 for sales assistants and 5 for 
supervisors), each coping style (8) and each coping function (2), and for each of two 
dependent variables (ie, psychosomatic ill-health and job dissatisfaction). A total of 80 
possible interactions were tested for sales assistants and 100 possible interactions were 
tested for supervisors. 
21.1.1 SALES ASSISTANTS 
(i) Coping Functions as Moderators of the Job Stressor-Psychosomatic Ill-Health 
Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.1 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regression analyses to 
determine the proportion of variance in psychosomatic-ill health (DV) attributable to the 
four Job-Specific stressors, problem- and emotion-focused coping, and the interactions of 
each job stressor with each coping function (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for either problem- or 
emotion-focused coning with any of the four job-specific stressors on the job stressor- 
psychosomatic ill-health relationship. Thus, for sales assistants the two coping functions 
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appear to have no buffering or moderating effects on any of the four relationships. The 
total explained variance for these equations ranged from 13 % to 35 %. 
TABLE 21.1.1.1 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
JOB STRESSORS, COPING FUNCTIONS and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N =128) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative Increase 
r R2 in R' 
F test on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.40*** . 305 Problem-focused coping (E) . 24 . 15 . 03 3.88* . 155 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 
35 
. 
12 
. 
12 18.47*** 
. 
232 
Emotion-focused coping (F) . 55 . 33 . 21 40.57*** . 551 
AxE . 
35 
. 15 . 00 . 00 . 013 
AxF . 55 . 34 . 00 . 
08 -. 093 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 41 . 17 . 17 26.68*** . 413 
Problem-focused coping (E) . 24 . 19 . 02 2.92 . 241 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 407 
Emotion-focused coping (F) . 55 . 34 . 17 32.97*** . 727 
BxE . 35 . 19 . 00 . 60 . 355 
BxF . 54 . 35 . 01 1.73 -. 405 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 17.96*** . 601 Problem-focused coping (E) . 24 . 15 . 02 3.77* . 526 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 404 
Emotion-focused coping (F) . 55 . 32 . 20 38.27*** . 785 
CxE . 32 . 16 . 02 2.60 -. 538 CxF . 51 . 34 . 01 2.17 -. 471 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 
34 
. 
11 
. 
11 16.52*** 
. 
379 
Problem-focused coping (E) . 24 . 13 . 02 3.10 . 295 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 074 
Emotion-focused coping (F) . 
55 
. 32 . 21 38.67*** . 444 DxE . 32 . 13 . 00 . 28 -. 196 
DxF . 53 . 32 . 00 . 06 . 088 
"P s 0.05 "'P s 0.01 "**P s 0.001 
In the absence of interaction effects the results however revealed significant main effects 
by all four job-specific stressors, all of which were related to increased psychosomatic 
complaints. The amount of increase variance in psychosomatic complaints accounted by 
these four job stressors ranged from 11 % for "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers", 12% for both "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" and "Job 
Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" to 17% for "Organisational Climate and 
Structure". 
In addition, Emotion-focused coping styles when equated with all four job stressors had 
a significant main effect on psychosomatic complaints, with high increment sizes. In 
contrast, Problem-focused coping styles only had a small, but significant main effect on 
psychosomatic complaints when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" 
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and when equated with "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities". All significant 
main effects by these coping styles were related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
To allow the researcher to investigate the effects of coping on psychosomatic complaints 
independent of prior job stressfulness, the job stressor was entered first in each regression 
equation. However, it appears that the effects of coping functions on psychosomatic 
complaints may be to a small extent dependent on the type of job stressor, if not on some 
other variable not included in the study. 
(ii) Predictive Effects of Coping Functions on Job Stressors: 
Table 21.1.1.2 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regression analyses between 
each coping function (problem- & emotion-focused coping) (IV) and each job stressor 
(DV) for sales assistants, in an attempt to investigate path "a". 
TABLE 21.1.1.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each COPING 
FUNCTION and each JOB STRESSOR for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 418) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES: JOB STRESSORS 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eaa. ) d. f. 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors. 
Problem-focused coping 
Emotion-focused coping 
Organisational Climate and Structure 
Problem-focused coping 
Emotion-focused coping 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. 
Problem-focused coping 
Emotion-focused coping 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers 
Problem-focused coping 
Emotion-focused coping 
"ýýP s 0.001 
. 30 . 09 42. 55*** (1,416) . 305 
. 36 . 13 61. 08*** (1,415) . 358 
. 28 08 35. 85*** (1,416) . 282 
. 38 . 14 69. 76*** (1,415) . 379 
. 21 . 04 19. 08*** (1,416) . 209 
. 31 . 10 44. 21*** (1,415) . 310 
. 16 . 03 11. 53*** (1,416) . 164 
. 25 . 06 27. 11*** (1,415) . 248 
The table shows that both problem-focused coping and in particular emotion-focused 
coping were significantly associated with increased job stress for all four job stressors, as 
indicated by the F test on the equations. 
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(iii) Coping Functions as Moderators of the Job Stressor-Job Dissatisfaction 
relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.3 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to four job-specific 
stressors, problem- & emotion-focused coping and the interactions of each job stressor 
with two coping functions (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for either problem- or 
emotion-focused coping with any of the four job stressors on the job stressor-job 
dissatisfaction relationship. Thus, for sales assistants both coping functions do not appear 
to have a buffering or moderating effect on any of these relationships. The total explained 
variance for these equations ranged from only 9% to 32%. 
TABLE 21.1.1.3 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
JOB STRESSORS, COPING FUNCTIONS and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 127) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F test on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.98*** . 162 
Problem-focused coping (B) . 13 . 09 . 00 . 
44 -. 107 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 185 
Emotion-focused coping (C) . 22 . 10 . 02 2.18 . 049 
AxB . 
25 
. 
09 
. 
00 
. 
38 
. 
233 
AxC . 31 . 10 . 00 . 11 . 127 
Organisational Climate & Structure (D) . 43 . 18 . 18 28.29*** . 240 
Problem-focused coping (B) . 13 . 18 . 
00 . 03 - . 270 
Organisational Climate & Structure (D) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 208 
Emotion-focused coping (C) . 22 . 19 . 00 . 18 -. 250 
DxB . 32 . 19 . 00 1.44 . 
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DxC . 38 . 20 . 01 1.57 . 
435 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (E) . 56 . 32 . 32 57.85*** . 373 
Problem-focused coping (B) . 
13 
. 
32 
. 00 . 
16 -. 277 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (E) . 56 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 466 
Emotion-focused coping (C) . 22 . 32 . 00 . 05 -. 144 
ExB . 41 . 32 . 01 . 41 . 367 
ExC . 45 . 32 . 00 . 37 . 201 
Interpersonal Relationship With Customers (F) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.27*** . 268 
Problem-focused coping (B) . 13 . 09 . 00 . 14 . 002 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (F) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 182 
Emotion-focused coping (C) . 22 . 10 . 01 1.41 . 023 
FxB . 23 . 09 . 00 . 01 . 043 
FxC . 30 . 10 . 00 . 10 . 135 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s . 
001 
In the absence of interaction effects these results only revealed significant main effects for 
all four job stressors on job dissatisfaction, all of which were related to increased job 
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dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect seem to vary depending on whether 
problem- or emotion-focused coping was in the equation. 
Overall, these results appear to indicate that neither problem- or emotion-focused coping 
styles have as significant main or interactive effect on job dissatisfaction, for sales 
assistants. 
(iv) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors "- 
Psychosomatic Rl-Health Relationship: 
Table 22.1.1.4 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regression analyses to 
determine the proportion of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) 
attributable to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors", Lazarus' eight coping scales, 
and the interaction of this job stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that out of the eight possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the ß3 coefficient yielded only ne small, but significant interaction term 
for "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" with Escape-Avoidance coping (133=-. 489; 
F (3,127) =3.80; p: 50.05), to produce a classical stress-buffering effect on the 
relationship. 
The strength of the interaction effect is indexed by the difference in squared multiple 
correlations for the "conditional main-effects only" model (R2 = . 38) and the interaction 
model (R2=. 40). Thus, yielding a relatively small interaction effect accounting for 2% 
of the explained variance on the job stressor-psychosomatic ill-health relationship. This 
seems to suggest that for sales assistants who employ Escape-Avoidance coping styles 
relatively frequently, increased stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Superiors" was not related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 14% to 40%. 
Perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" accounted for 
12 % of the variance in psychosomatic complaints. However, the nature of the effect on 
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psychosomatic complaints seem to vary, depending on the type of coping style in the 
equation. 
In addition, except for Confrontive coping and Planful Problem Solving (the only two 
problem-focused coping styles), the remaining six main effects of emotion-focused coping 
styles reached statistical significance, but in two cases the size of the increment was small. 
That is, a "conditional" main effect was found for Escape-Avoidance coping, which 
accounted for the highest increase in psychosomatic complaints. This seems to suggest 
that even though the effect by Escape-Avoidance was sufficiently great to moderate the 
impact of the stressful episode on psychosomatic complaints to a small degree, this was 
perhaps at the cost of increasing psychosomatic complaints. The second highest coping 
increment sizes was for Self-Controlling and Accepting Responsibility, which accounted 
for 18% and 13% of the variance, respectively. The lowest increment sizes were 
accounted by Distancing, Seeking Social Support and Positive Reappraisal, which 
accounted for 8 %, 5% and 3% of the variance, respectively. All six coping styles were 
related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
TABLE 21.1.1.4 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 1), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 131) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 354 Confrontive Coping (G) . 22 . 14 . 02 
2.51 . 201 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 236 
Distancing (H) . 36 . 20 . 08 12.19*** . 229 Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 114 
Self-Controlling (I) . 51 . 31 . 18 33.74*** . 288 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 365 Seeking Social Support (J) . 30 . 17 . 05 7.73** . 316 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 353 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 50 . 28 . 15 27.31*** . 726 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 367 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 58 . 38 . 25 51.97*** . 928 Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.40*** . 302 
Planful-Problem Solving (M) . 21 . 14 . 02 3.18 . 116 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.47*** . 286 positive Reappraisal (N) . 24 . 16 . 03 4.73* . 119 AxG . 31 . 14 . 00 . 06 -. 086 AxH . 44 . 20 . 00 . 06 . 081 AxI . 55 . 31 . 00 . 56 . 225 Ax . 39 . 18 . 00 . 13 . 123 AxK . 48 . 29 . 01 2.12 -. 411 AxL . 55 . 40 . 02 3.80* -. 489 
AxM . 34 . 14 . 00 . 02 . 043 AxN . 35 . 16 . 00 . 07 . 078 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 *** s 
0.001 
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Fig. 2, displays in graphical form, the nature of the interaction effect by Escape- 
Avoidance with Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors on psychosomatic ill-health and 
the other conditional main effects. The figure also shows that Escape-Avoidance had a 
significant increasing effect on this job stressor. 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE 
ß=. 326*** ß3=-. 489* ß2=. 928*** 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH -) PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS 01=. 354*** 
FIG. 2 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for sales assistants. 
(v) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors: 
Table 22.1.1.5 presents the results for the 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IVs) and Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (DV), for sales assistants, 
to investigate path "a". 
TABLE 21.1.1.5 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 1) for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 417) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r Re F (Eqn. ) d. f. ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors 
Confrontive Coping . 30 . 09 40. 63*** (1,415) . 299 
Distancing . 26 . 07 29. 96*** (1,415) . 259 
Self-Controlling . 31 . 10 45. 06*** 
(1,415) 
. 313 
Seeking Social Support . 27 . 07 31. 98*** (1,415) . 267 
Accepting Responsibility . 32 . 10 47. 97*** (1,415) . 322 
Escape-Avoidance . 33 . 11 49. 37*** (1,415) . 326 
planful Problem Solving . 25 . 06 28. 45*** (1,415) . 253 
positive Reappraisal . 21 . 05 19. 83*** (1,415) . 214 
"**P s 0.001 
The table shows that both problem-focused coping styles and in particular emotion-focused 
coping styles (i. e., Escape-Avoidance, Self-Controlling and Accepting Responsibility), 
significantly contributed to the increased variance in job stress related to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors", as indicated by the significant F test on the equations. 
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(vi) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors "- 
Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.6 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and the interactions of this job 
stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
TABLE 21.1.1.6 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 1), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 126) 
DEPENDENY VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F teat on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 170 
Confrontive Coping (G) . 14 . 09 . 00 . 55 -. 140 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 
30 
. 
09 
. 
09 12.03*** . 248 
Distancing (H) . 18 . 10 . 01 1.26 . 074 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 248 
Self-Controlling (I) . 24 . 12 . 03 3.80* . 226 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 336 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 08 . 09 . 00 . 03 . 073 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 267 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 19 . 09 . 01 . 96 . 101 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 218 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 23 . 11 . 02 2.98 . 
062 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.98*** . 229 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 08 . 09 . 00 . 14 -. 051 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.03*** . 147 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 08 . 09 . 00 . 13 -. 230 
AxG . 25 . 10 . 00 . 52 . 265 AxH . 28 . 10 . 00 . 01 . 039 AxI . 31 . 12 . 00 . 05 -. 075 
Axj . 21 . 09 . 00 . 05 -. 080 
AxK . 26 . 09 . 00 . 00 -. 013 
AxL . 29 . 11 . 00 . 13 . 111 
AxM 
L 
. 22 . 09 . 00 . 11 . 116 AxN . 21 . 10 . 01 1.09 . 330 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the eight coping 
M&11 with "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" on this job stressor-job 
dissatisfaction relationship. Thus, for sales assistants, coping styles appear to have no 
buffering or moderating effects on this relationship. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 9% to 12%. Perceived 
job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" accounted for 9% of the 
variance in job dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect by this job stressor 
appears to vary, depending on the type of coping in the equation. Only one of the eight 
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main effects of coping reached statistical significance (i. e., Self-Controlling), but the size 
of the increment which was related to increased job dissatisfaction, was very small. 
(vii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Organizational Climate & Structure "- 
Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.7 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportional of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to 
"Organizational Structure and Climate", Lazarus' eight coping scales, and the interaction 
of this job stressor with each coping style, for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that out of the eight possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the ßf33 coefficient yielded only one small, but significant interaction term 
for "Organisational Climate and Structure" with Escape-Avoidance coping (83=-. 725, 
F(3,128) =6.69, p <_ . 
01) to produce a classical stress-buffering effect, which accounted 
for only 3% of the variance. This seems to suggest that for sales assistants who emply 
Escape-Avoidance relatively frequently, increased stress related to "Organizational 
Structure and Climate" was not related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 18% to 40%. 
Perceived job stress related to "Organisational Climate and Structure" accounted for 17% 
of the variance in psychosomatic complaints. In addition, except for Confrontive Coping, 
Planful Problem Solving and Positive Reappraisal, the remaining five main effects of 
coping reached statistical significance, associated with increased psychosomatic 
complaints, but in two cases the size of the increment was small. That is, a "conditional" 
main effect was found for Escape-Avoidance coping, which accounted for the highest 
variance (20%). The second highest increment size was for Self-Controlling (16%) and 
Accepting Responsibility (13%). The lowest increment size was for Distancing (6%) and 
Seeking Social Support (4%). 
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TABLE 21.1.1.7 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 2), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 131) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F teat on 
increment ß 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 450 
Confrontive Coping (G) . 42 . 18 . 01 1.47 . 248 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 
17 27.01*** . 560 
Distancing (H) . 36 . 23 . 06 9.68** . 593 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 
42 
. 
17 
. 
17 27.01*** 
. 
314 
Self-Controlling (I) . 51 . 33 . 16 29.77*** . 470 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 378 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 30 . 21 . 04 5.82* . 223 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 416 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 50 . 31 . 13 25.08*** . 682 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 413 
Escape Avoidance (L) . 58 . 37 . 20 39.96*** 1.080 
organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 26.68*** . 517 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 
21 
. 19 . 02 2.70 . 
322 
Organisational Climate and Structure (B) . 42 . 17 . 17 27.01*** . 450 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 24 . 19 . 02 2.86 . 280 
BxG . 32 . 18 . 00 . 
33 -. 186 
BxH . 43 . 24 . 01 1.89 -. 474 
BxI . 55 . 33 . 00 . 05 -. 074 
BxJ . 42 . 21 . 00 . 01 -. 035 
BxK . 51 . 32 . 01 1.68 -. 382 
BxL . 55 . 40 . 03 6.69** -. 725 
BxM . 34 . 19 . 00 . 68 -. 257 
BxN . 34 . 19 . 00 . 37 -. 180 
"P s 0.05 **P % 0.01 ***P % 0.001 
The table also shows that the nature of the effect by this job stressor on psychosomatic 
ill-health varies, depending on the type of coping in the equation. 
Fig. 3, displays in graphical form, the nature of the interaction and conditional main 
effects by Escape-Avoidance coping and "Organisational Climate and structure" on 
psychosomatic ill-health. In addition, the figure also shows that Escape-Avoidance coping 
has a significant increasing effect on this job stressor. 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE 
ß=. 449* ß3=-. 725** ß2=1.080*** 
ORGANISATIONAL CLIMATE PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
& STRUCTURE ß, =. 413*** 
FIG. 3 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for sales assistants. 
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(viii) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on Organisational Climate & Structure: 
Table 21.1.1.8 presents the results for the 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IVs) and Organisational Climate & Structure (DV), to investigate path "a". 
The table shows that all coping styles, in particular Escape-Avoidance coping, 
significantly contributed to the increased variance on "Organizational Structure and 
Climate" as indicated by the significant F test on the equations. 
TABLE 21.1.1.8 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 2) for SALES ASSISTANTS (N =417) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. ß 
Organisational Climate and Structure 
Confrontive Coping . 30 . 09 41.01*** (1,415) . 300 Distancing . 29 . 08 38.15*** (1,415) . 290 Self-Controlling . 30 . 09 41.96*** (1,415) . 303 Seeking Social Support . 23 . 05 23.69*** (1,415) . 232 Accepting Responsibility . 27 . 07 33.77*** (1,415) . 274 Escape-Avoidance . 45 . 20 104.59*** (1,415) . 449 Planful Problem Solving . 21 . 05 20.19*** (1,416) . 215 Positive Reappraisal . 22 . 05 20.40*** (1,415) . 216 
ºººp s 0.001 
(ix) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Organisational Climate & Structure "-Job 
Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.9 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Organisational Climate 
& Structure", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and the interactions of this job stressor with each 
coping styles (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increament of the 
ß3 coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the 8 coping 
yyles with "Organisational Climate & Structure" on this job stressor-job dissatisfaction 
relationship. Thus, for sales assistants, these coping styles do not appear to have a 
moderating effect on this relationship. 
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TABLE 21.1.1.9 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN A JOB 
STRESSOR (FACTOR 2), 8- COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION for 
SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 126) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F teat on 
increment ß 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 300 Confrontive Coping (G) . 14 . 19 . 00 . 01 -. 264 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) 
. 
43 
. 19 . 
19 28.62*** 
. 
210 
Distancing (H) . 18 . 19 . 00 . 24 -. 267 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) 
. 
43 
. 19 . 
19 28.62*** 
. 
241 
Self-Controlling (I) . 24 . 20 . 01 1.76 -. 101 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 335 Seeking Social Support (J) . 08 . 19 . 00 . 22 -. 198 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 382 Accepting Responsibility (K) . 19 . 19 . 00 . 15 -. 036 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 284 Escape-Avoidance (L) . 23 . 19 . 00 . 24 -. 322 Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 18 . 18 28.29*** . 259 Planful Problem Solving (M) . 08 . 19 . 00 . 00 -. 243 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 43 . 19 . 19 28.62*** . 264 Positive Reappraisal (N) . 08 . 19 . 00 . 20 -. 376 BxG 
. 29 . 19 . 01 1.13 . 347 BxH . 36 . 20 . 01 1.46 . 437 BxI . 40 . 20 . 00 . 80 . 312 BxJ . 28 . 19 . 00 . 45 . 221 BxK . 32 . 19 . 00 . 09 . 095 BxL . 33 . 20 . 01 1.86 . 452 BxM . 30 . 19 . 01 1.15 . 337 BxN . 27 . 20 . 01 2.27 . 439 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 19% to 20%. 
Perceived job stress related to "Organisational Climate & Structure" accounted for 19% 
of the variance in Job Dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect by 
"Organisational Climate & Structure" appears to vary, depending on the type of coping 
style on the equation. No significant main effects were found for coping styles.. 
(x) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities "-Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.10 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportion of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to "Job 
Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and the interactions 
of this job stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the eight coping 
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styles with "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" on this job stressor- 
psychosomatic ill-health relationship. Thus, for sales assistants, coping styles do not 
appear to have a moderating effect on this relationship. 
TABLE 21.1.1.10 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 3), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 131) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R' 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment ß 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 477 
Confrontive coping (G) . 22 . 14 . 02 2.55 . 389 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 555 
Distancing (H) . 36 . 20 . 07 11.57*** . 617 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 405 
Self-Controlling (I) . 51 . 30 . 17 31.80*** . 687 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 454 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 30 . 18 . 05 8.32** . 415 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 
346 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 50 . 29 . 17 31.13*** . 
657 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 18.15*** . 324 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 58 . 36 . 24 47.32*** . 922 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 35 . 12 . 12 17.96*** . 645 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 
21 
. 14 . 02 
2.94 
. 
557 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.63*** . 324 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 24 . 12 . 03 5.08* . 
301 
CxG . 30 . 15 . 01 1.30 -. 
347 
CxH . 41 . 21 . 01 1.96 -. 512 
CxI . 50 . 30 . 01 1.27 -. 374 
CxJ . 39 . 18 . 00 . 58 -. 264 
CxR . 51 . 30 . 01 1.02 -. 307 
CxL . 54 . 38 . 02 3.53 -. 497 
CxM . 30 . 16 . 02 3.26 -. 594 
CxN . 30 . 13 . 00 . 28 -. 144 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 13 % to 38 %. 
Perceived job stress related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", accounted 
for 12% of the variance in psychosomatic ill-health. However, the nature of the effects 
of this job stressor on psychosomatic ill-health varies depending on the type of coping 
style employed. 
In addition, except for Confrontive Coping and Planful Problem Solving, significant main 
effects were found for all coping styles. The proportion of explained variance in 
psychosomatic ill-health determined by these coping styles, ranged from 3% for Positive 
Reappraisal to 24% for Escape-Avoidance. This also seems to indicate high direct 
associations between increased use of emotional-focused coping strategies, in particular 
Escape-Avoidance coping and psychosomatic complaints. 
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(xi) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities: 
Table 21.1.1.11 presents the results for the 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IVs) and Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities (DV), to investigate 
path "a". 
The table shows that all coping styles, and in particular Escape-Avoidance coping, 
contributed significantly to the predictive variance on "Job Characteristics and Promotion 
Opportunities" as indicated by the significant F tests on the equations. 
TABLE 21.1.1.11 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 3) for SALES ASSISTANTS (N=417) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities. 
Confrontive Coping . 23 . 05 23. 18*** 
(1,415) 
. 230 Distancing . 27 . 07 32. 34*** 
(1,415) 
. 269 
Self-Controlling . 25 . 06 27. 33*** (1,415) . 249 
Seeking Social Support . 21 . 04 19. 47*** (1,415) . 212 
Accepting Responsibility . 23 . 05 22. 98*** (1,415) . 229 
Escape-Avoidance . 31 . 09 43. 04*** (1,415) . 306 Planful Problem Solving . 15 . 02 10. 12** 
(1,416) 
. 154 
Positive Reappraisal . 19 . 04 16. 40*** (1,415) . 195 
-P s 0.05 "*P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
(xii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities '-Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.12 presents the results of eight hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Job Characteristics 
& Promotion Opportunities", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and the interactions of this job 
stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the (33 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the 8 coping styles 
with "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" on this job stressor-job 
dissatisfaction relationship. Thus, for sales assistants, coping styles do not appear to have 
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a moderating effect with Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities on this 
relationship. 
TABLE 21.1.1.12 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN A 
JOB STRESSOR(FACTOR 3), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 126) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R' 
Increase 
in Rz 
F teat on 
increment ß 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 478 
Confrontive Coping (G) . 14 . 32 . 00 . 15 -. 183 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 663 
Distancing (H) . 18 . 32 . 00 . 01 . 126 Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 426 
Self-Controlling (I) . 24 . 32 . 00 . 45 -. 095 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 385 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 08 . 32 . 00 . 28 -. 262 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 398 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 19 . 32 . 00 . 07 -. 235 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 
57 
. 32 . 32 58.32*** . 513 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 23 . 32 . 00 . 06 -. 098 Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 56 . 32 . 32 57.85*** . 367 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 08 . 32 . 00 . 20 -. 296 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 57 . 32 . 32 58.32*** . 578 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 08 . 34 . 02 3.25 -. 206 
CxG . 37 . 32 . 00 . 57 . 212 
CxH . 42 . 32 . 00 . 27 -. 180 
CxI . 47 . 32 . 00 . 46 . 227 
CxJ . 08 . 33 . 01 1.08 . 330 
CxK . 42 . 33 . 01 1.34 . 352 
CxL . 37 . 32 . 00 . 
26 . 146 
CxM . 39 . 33 . 01 1.54 . 375 CxN . 30 . 34 . 00 . 13 . 089 
+P s 0.05 "*P 9 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 32 % to 34 %. Perceived job 
stress related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", accounted for 32 % of 
the variance in Job Dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect by this job stressor 
on job dissatisfaction varies depending on the type of coping style employed. No 
significant main effects were found for any of the coping styles. 
(xiii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers" - Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.13 presents the results of the 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to 
determine the proportion of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) 
attributable to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and 
the interactions of this job stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
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TABLE 21.1.1.13 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4), 8 COPING STYLES & PSYCHOSOMATIC 
ILL-HEALTH for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 131) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r Rz 
Increase 
in R2 
F test on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal relationship with customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 311 
Confrontive Coping (G) . 
22 
. 
12 
. 01 1.89 . 
158 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 394 
Distancing (H) . 36 . 18 . 07 10.32** . 507 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 024 
Self-Controlling (I) . 51 . 29 . 18 31.68*** . 235 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 
11 
. 
11 16.13*** 
. 
314 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 30 . 16 . 05 7.45** . 286 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 
33 
. 
11 
. 11 16.13*** . 
203 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 50 . 28 . 17 30.17*** . 468 Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 173 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 58 . 34 . 23 45.48*** . 752 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 34 . 11 . 11 16.52*** . 421 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 21 . 13 . 02 2.78 . 316 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 33 . 11 . 11 16.13*** . 282 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 24 . 14 . 03 4.59* . 152 
DxG . 30 . 12 . 00 . 02 -. 049 
DxH . 
40 
. 18 . 00 . 68 -. 332 
DxI . 53 . 29 . 00 . 74 . 309 
Dxj . 38 . 16 . 
00 
. 
04 . 079 
DxR . 51 . 28 . 00 . 01 -. 041 
DxL . 55 . 35 . 00 . 75 -. 262 
DxM . 31 . 13 . 00 . 40 -. 237 
DxN . 33 . 14 . 00 . 01 . 034 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The results revealed that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the 
ß3 coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the eight coping 
styles with "Interpersonal Relatiosnhip with Customers" on this job stressor-psychosomatic 
ill-health relationship. Thus, for sales assistants these coping styles do not appear to have 
a moderating effect on this relationship. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 12 % to 35 %. 
Perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" accounted for 
11 % of the variance in psychosomatic ill-health. However, the nature of the effect by this 
job stressor on psychosomatic ill-health varies depending on the type of coping style 
employed. 
In addition, except for Confrontive Coping and Planful Problem Solving, significant main 
effects on psychosomatic ill-health were also found for all emotion-focused coping styles, 
ranging from 3% for Positive Reappraisal to 23 % for Escape-Avoidance. This also seems 
to indicate high associations between increased use of emotion-focused coping styles, in 
particular Escape-Avoidance coping, and psychosomatic ill-health. 
288 
(xiv) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on Interpersonal Relationship with Customers: 
Table 21.1.1.14 presents the results of eight standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IVs) and Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (DV), to investigate path 
"a". 
TABLE 21.1.1.14 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4) for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 417) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r le F (Eqn. ) d. f. 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (DV) 
Confrontive Coping . 20 . 04 18.28*** (1,415) . 205 
Distancing . 20 . 04 17.90*** 
(1,415) 
. 203 
Self-Controlling . 20 . 04 17.82*** (1,415) . 203 
Seeking Social Support . 16 . 03 11.34*** (1,415) . 163 
Accepting Responsibility . 17 . 03 12.00*** (1,415) . 168 Escape-Avoidance . 33 . 11 50.85*** (1,145) . 330 
Planful Problem Solving . 10 . 01 3.98** (1,416) . 097 
Positive Reappraisal . 08 . 01 2.63 (1,415) . 
079 
-P s 0.05 "*P s 0.01 -**P s 0.001 
The table shows that except for Positive Reappraisal, all coping styles, and in particular 
Escape-Avoidance coping, contributed significantly to the predictive increased variance 
in "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", as indicated by the significant F test on 
the equations. 
(xv) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers "-Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.1.15 presents the results of eight hierarchical multiple regressions to 
determine the proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", Lazarus' 8 coping scales, and the interaction 
of this job stressor with each coping style (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that for sales assistants, the hierarchical F test on increment of the ß3 
coefficient did not yield a statistically significant interaction for any of the eight coping 
yles with "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" on this job stressor-job 
dissatisfaction relationship. Thus, for sales assistants, the coping styles do not appear to 
have a moderating effect on this relationship. 
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TABLE 21.1.1.15 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 126) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in Rz 
F teat on 
increment 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 252 
Confrontive Coping (G) . 14 . 09 . 00 . 17 028 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 
30 
. 
09 
. 
09 11.95*** . 
216 
Distancing (H) . 18 . 09 . 01 . 84 . 012 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 145 
Self-Controlling (I) . 24 . 11 . 02 3.01 . 022 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 258 
Seeking Social Support (J) . 08 . 09 . 00 . 00 -. 053 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 
30 
. 
09 
. 
09 11.95*** 
. 
321 
Accepting Responsibility (K) . 19 . 10 . 01 1.30 . 221 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 321 
Escape-Avoidance (L) . 23 . 10 . 01 1.64 . 
371 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 12.27*** . 300 
Planful Problem Solving (M) . 08 . 09 . 00 . 05 . 027 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 30 . 09 . 09 11.95*** . 074 
Positive Reappraisal (N) . 
08 
. 
09 
. 00 . 
01 -. 431 
DxG . 22 . 09 . 00 . 06 . 086 
DxH . 27 . 09 . 00 . 06 . 104 
DxI . 32 . 11 . 00 . 23 . 196 
DxJ . 21 . 09 . 00 . 03 . 
077 
DxK . 26 . 10 . 00 . 16 -. 153 
DxL . 25 . 10 . 00 . 68 -. 299 
DxM . 21 . 09 . 00 . 00 -. 011 
DxN 21 . 11 . 02 2.48 . 552 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 9% to 11 %. Perceived 
job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" accounted for 9% of the 
variance in job dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect by this job stressor on 
job dissatisfaction varies depending on the type of coping style employed. No significant 
main effects were found for any of the coping styles. 
SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 
SALES ASSISTANTS 
Coping effectiveness: Psychosomatic health 
When examining the two coping functions (Emotion-focused coping and Problem-focused 
coping) for interactive or main effects on psychosomatic health, the results revealed that 
only main effects were operative. Whereas Emotion-focused coping styles were found to 
be associated with increase psychosomatic complaints in all four equations, Problem- 
Focused coping styles were only found to have a small, but significant association with 
increase psychosomatic complaints when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with 
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Superiors" and when equated with "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities". 
However, the strength and the nature of the effect appears to vary, depending on the type 
of job stressor. For example, Emotion-focused coping appears to have the greatest 
increase effect on psychosomatic complaints when equated with "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Superiors" and with "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers". 
These findings appear to be consistent with previous attempts that failed to demonstrate 
the moderating effects of coping on a relationship between a stressor and psychosomatic 
ill-health (Cohen & Edwards, 1989). However, they also fail to support the main effects 
model fully, since the main effects observed appear to be slightly dependent on the type 
of job stressor, if not on some other unidentified variables. 
When the subvarieties of coping were investigated for both interactive and main effects 
on psychosomatic complaints, the results revealed only significant main effects for all 
subvarieties of Emotion-Focused coping styles, and two small but significant classic 
buffering-effects for Escape-Avoidance coping with "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Superiors" and with "Organisational Climate & Structure". 
This seems to suggest that "coping activity that directs attention from the source of 
distress" (Folkman & Lazarus, 1988b), may be the most effective coping styles for sales 
assistants, in regulating the impact of job stress on psychosomatic complaints, related to 
these two job stressors. 
This is not surprising, given firstly that Escape-Avoidance has been found to be one of 
the commonest ways of dealing with stressors; and secondly, given the particular nature 
of these job stressors. That is, both "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" and 
"Organisational Climate and Structure" are stressful situations that could be classified as 
"exogenous" (ie., employing Ormel & Wolhfarth (1991) distinction between "exogenous" 
or "long-term-difficulties brought about by the behaviour of others" and "endogenous" 
situations or "long-term-difficulties possibly brought about by the subject"), and as such 
may well be perceived as outside the subjects control. Hence, consistent with previous 
research, avoidant styles are more effective in dealing with such events. 
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Moreover, these results also appear to demonstrate the need to investigate subvarieties of 
coping, given that global varieties may not always reveal moderating effects. 
On the other hand, given that out of 40 possible interaction effects only two reached 
significant levels, could perhaps suggest that they have occurred by chance, and thus, do 
not offer support for the role of any of the assessed coping styles in stress buffering. 
Moreover, the fact that our analysis did not control for variance due to prior 
psychosomatic complaints, may have confounded our results. For example, Aldwin and 
Revenson (1987) found that the coping strategy most strongly related to psychological 
symptoms (ie., escapism) was counfounded by prior symptoms. That is, by adding prior 
symptoms to the regression it halved the amount of variance explained by escapism. 
These authors concluded that, "the causal relation between coping and mental health 
appears to be bidirectional". Nevertheless, it has also been pointed out by these authors 
and others (eg., Cleary & Kessler, 1982) that the use of residualized symptoms and 
partialled out main effects may bias the results against finding significant interaction 
terms. 
Overall, our results clearly indicate that for sales assistants significantly more direct 
effects were found than interactive effects. The question remains as to why only emotion- 
focused coping styles showed direct effects. It has been argued that the way individuals 
deal with emotions in a stressful situation may be more a function of an individual's 
personality than environmental constraints. As such main effects indicate predisposing 
factors, whereas interaction effects reflect situational constraints or interactions of person- 
by-situation (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987). Thus, perhaps one of the reasons for 
significantly more main effects than interaction effects, was due to the fact that these 
coping strategies were treated as predispositions to cope rather than coping efforts. 
Alternatively, given the high associations between these coping styles and these job 
stressors, these findings could indicate that the constraints of the sales assistants' work 
limit direct attempts to alter the stressful encounter. 
Moreover, it is possible that certain forms of emotion-focused coping hinder problem- 
focused coping. For example, when avoidant techniques, such as exercize, hobbies, 
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vacations, etc., are successful, according to Folkman & Lazarus (1988a), they may 
"neutralize" distress emotions", but they can also be maladaptive, if for example, they 
draw the persons attention from the source of the problem, through wishful thinking, 
eating, smoking, drugs or sleeping. Although, these strategies may provide relief from 
distress, as pointed out by Folkman & Lazarus (1988a), consistent with this study, others 
have found associations between Escape-Avoidance and psychosomatic symptoms (Benner, 
1984), as well as associations between Escape-Avoidance and symptoms of depression and 
anxiety (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen and DeLongis, 1986; Vitaliano, et al., 1985; Coyne, 
Aldwin and Lazarus, 1981). However, it is difficult to determine whether Escape- 
Avoidance directly causes psychosomatic complaints or whether psychosomatic complaints 
lead to greater use of Escape-Avoidance coping strategies, when cross-sectional designs 
are employed. Despite this problem, according to Folkman and colleagues, certain forms 
of Escape-Avoidance, seem less likely to be beneficial, especially in the long term. 
Escape-Avoidance coping can reduce the possibility of communication, which in turn may 
interfere with effective problem-solving, in particular with respect to job stressors that 
relate to "Interpersonal Relations" or the "Organisation". 
Whether, or not Escape-Avoidance coping is effective in reducing job stress may also 
depend on whether it worked. Aldwin and Revenson (1987) found that when individuals 
thought they had handled the problem well, infrequent use of "instrumental action" was 
associated with low symptom levels, but the reverse was true when individuals perceived 
that they had not handled the situation well. 
It is also possible that the variety of coping styles and efforts an individual activates 
during a stressful situation may be more important for the effectiveness of coping than any 
single coping element or function. Thus, future research should try to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a combination of coping strategies. Moreover, given that the strength and 
nature of both direct and interactive effects for the same coping style on psychosomatic 
complaints varied, across stressful situations, future research on coping should attempt to 
identify the relationship of different coping styles and efforts across situations and across 
time. 
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Finally, consistent with other findings (eg., Aldwin and Revenson, 1987; Boumans & 
Landeweerd, 1992), all subvarieties of emotion-focused coping styles examined in this 
study appeared primarily to increase psychosomatic complaints and job stress related to 
all job stressors. Due to the cross-sectional design of this study the issue that coping 
strategies assessed here had adverse impacts on psychosomatic complaints and on job 
stressors cannot be resolved with confidence. However, it is possible that these findings 
indicate that emotion-focused coping styles may only offer a temporary solution. On the 
other hand, Aldwin and Revenson (1987) pointed out three main factors that might have 
led to this paradoxical finding. That is, there is a need to "identify adaptive coping 
strategies, delineate their contextual appropriateness, and understand how qualitative 
factors, such as level of effort and skill in using strategies, may affect the complex 
relation between coping and mental health". 
Coping effectiveness: Job Dissatisfaction 
When examining the two mechanisms through which coping styles can affect job 
dissatisfaction, the results revealed that neither main effects or interactive effects were 
operative. A small but significant main effect by Self-Controlling coping was observed 
when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors". However, it is likely that 
this occured by chance alone. Moreover, this result could also have been confounded 
with prior job dissatisfaction. Nevertheless, these results appear to be consistent with 
others that did not find significant interaction effects, but not with others. For example, 
Israel et al. (1989) while controlling for several personal and situational variables found 
that job satisfaction is predicted to a small extent by the coping strategy of "talking about 
problems/feelings". 
Overall, these results appear to suggest the need to investigate the effects of coping on 
different outcomes and perhaps the need to control for several personal and situational 
variables. 
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21.1.2 SUPERVISORS 
(i) Coping Functions as Moderators of the Job Stressor-Psychosomatic 111-Health 
Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.1 presents the results of 10 hierarchical multiple regression analyses to 
determine the proportional of variance in psychosomatic-ill health (DV) attributable to the 
five Job-Specific stressors, problem-focused and emotion-focused coping, and the 
interaction of each job stressor with each coping function (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 10 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the B3 coefficient yield only four significant interactions, two of which 
functioned as a stress-buffering effect. More specifically, "Interpersonal Relations with 
Superiors and Organisation" had a significant interaction term with both Problem-focused 
coping (B3 = . 026, F =17.15, p: 5.00 1) and Emotion-focused coping (133=. 006, F=7.52, 
p:! 5;. 01), . 01), accounting 
for 28 % and 13 % of the variance respectively, to enhance rather than 
buffer the relationship. Thus, coping through problem- and emotion-focused coping styles 
was related to increased psychosomatic complaints under conditions of high job stress 
related to the two job stressors. In contrast, "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" 
had a significant interaction term with both Problem-focused coping (B3=. -. 1009 
F=15.15, p:!! 9.001) and Emotion-focused coping (B3=-. 038, F=21.23, p: 5.001), 
accounting for 24% and 26% of the explained variance, to produce a classical stress- 
buffering effect. Thus, for supervisors who employ problem- and emotion-focused 
coping styles relatively frequently, increased job stress related to "Environmental & 
Social-Work Conditions" was not associated with increased psychosomatic complaints. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 5% to 52 %. Only perceived 
job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", "Work-Overload" and 
"Environment & Social-Work Conditions" accounted for some of the variance in 
psychosomatic complaints (13%, 14% and 13%, respectively). However, whereas 
"Environment & Social-Work Conditions" had a "conditional" enhancing main effect on 
psychosomatic complaints (B, = 1.888, F=6.23, p:! 9.05), "Interpersonal Relationship with 
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Customers" (B, =-. 194, F=6.38, p<_ . 05) and "Work-Overload" (B, =-. 090, F=6.86, 
p <_ . 01) had a decreasing main effect on psychosomatic complaints. 
TABLE 21.1.2.1 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
JOB STRESSORS, COPING FUNCTIONS and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 43) 
L 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r Rý 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.09 -. 296 
Problem-focused coping (F) . 05 . 07 . 00 . 00 -2.203 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 
219 
Emotion-focused coping (G) . 41 . 20 . 13 6.71* -. 329 
AxF . 33 . 35 . 28 17.15*** . 026 
AxG . 
50 
. 
33 
. 
13 7.52** . 006 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.38* -. 
194 
Problem-focused coping (F) . 05 . 13 . 00 . 03 -1.151 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* -. 118 
Emotion-focused coping (G) . 41 . 26 . 12 6.43** -. 080 
BxF . 33 . 21 . 07 3.60 . 037 
BxG . 54 . 30 . 04 2.14 . 009 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.14 . 155 
Problem-focused coping (F) . 05 . 05 . 00 . 
10 -. 055 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 
22 
. 
05 
. 
05 2.09 -. 320 
Emotion-focused coping (G) . 41 . 19 . 15 7.25** -. 046 
CxF . 18 . 05 . 00 . 04 . 006 
CxG . 44 . 22 . 03 
1.44 . 012 
Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.86** -. 
090 
Problem-focused coping (F) . 05 . 14 . 00 . 09 -1.107 
Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.70** -. 256 
Emotion-focused coping (G) . 41 . 23 . 09 4.42* -. 199 
DxF . 30 . 20 . 06 2.78 . 028 
DxG . 53 . 29 . 06 
3.41 . 011 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.23* 1.888 
Problem-focused coping (F) . 
05 
. 
13 
. 
00 . 01 1.755 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* 1.924 
Emotion-focused coping (G) . 
41 
. 25 . 12 
6.69** 
. 
849 
ExF . 12 . 37 . 24 15.15*** -. 100 
ExG . 34 . 52 . 26 21.23*** -. 038 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P % 0.001 
The main reason to study coping is to determine how individuals can reduce the negative 
impact of stressful events on their well-being. However, it seems that other factors might 
have contributed to the decreasing or no effect observed by some of these job stressors 
on psychosomatic complaints. 
In addition, of the main effects of coping, only emotion-focused coping style reached 
statistical significance. However, only when equated with "Environment & Social-Work 
Conditions" was emotion-focused coping found to be "conditional" related to increased 
psychosomatic symptoms (increased R2=. 12). This, nevertheless might have occurred at 
the expense of an attempt to decrease the impact of this job stressor. Finally, when 
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equated with the other job stressors, emotion-focused coping had a decreasing impact on 
psychosomatic complaints, ranging from 9% (Work-Overload) to 15 % (Job Characteristics 
& Promotion Opportunities). 
Fig. 4&5, display in graphical form, the nature of the significant interaction effects and 
conditional effects for the respective variables. In addition, the figure also shows that 
only emotion-focused coping had a significant but small evoking effect on "Interpersonal 
Relations with Superiors & Organisation". However, both problem- and emotion-focused 
coping had a significant, but also small, evoking effect on "Environment & Social-Work 
Conditions" related job stressors. 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING 
ý EMOTION-FOCUSED 
COPING 
B=1.014 ,' B3=. 026*** BZ=-2.203 
B=. 471* B, =. 006** B2=-. 329 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH---; PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =- . 296 
-- --- 4 
B1=-. 219 
Fig. 4 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING 
B=. 221* 100*** B2=1.755 
B=. 081* B, =-. 038*** B, =. 849* 
ENVIRONMENT &W PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B1=1.888* 
B, =].. 924* 
Fig. 5 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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(ii) Predictive Effects of Coping Functions on Job Stressors: 
Table 21.1.2.2 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regression analysis between 
each coping function (IV) (problem- & emotion-focused coping) and each job stressor 
(DV) for supervisors, in an attempt to investigate path "a". 
The table shows small to moderate significant associations only between Problem-focused 
coping and two job stressors ("Environment & Social-Work Conditions" and "Work- 
Overload"); and between Emotion-focused coping and four of the five job stressors 
("Environment & Social-Work Conditions", "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors/ 
Organisation", "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and "Work-Overload"). Both 
coping functions were related to increase job stress. However, except for the job stressor 
related to "Work-Overload", both coping functions appear to have little or no impact on 
these job stressors. 
TABLE 21.1.2.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN each 
COPING FUNCTION 
and each JOB STRESSOR for SUPERVISORS (N = 130) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES: JOB STRESSORS 
VARIABLES: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. Bß 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (DV) 
Problem-focused coping . 16 . 03 3.58 (1,128) 1.014 . 165 
Emotion-focused coping . 21 . 04 5.98* (1,127) . 417 . 212 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (DV) 
Problem-focused coping . 08 . 01 . 78 (1,127) . 158 . 078 
Emotion-focused copwg . 19 . 04 4.66* (1,126) . 138 . 189 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (DV) 
Problem-focused coping . 02 . 00 . 08 
(1,128) 
. 038 . 025 
Emotion-focused coping . 16 . 03 3.48 (1,127) . 090 . 163 
Work-Overload (DV) 
Problem-focused coping . 25 . 06 8.69** (1,127) . 510 . 253 
Emotion-focused coping . 36 . 13 19.25*** (1,126) . 265 . 364 
Environment & Social-Work (DV) 
Problem-focused coping . 18 . 03 4.30* (1,128) . 221 . 180 
Emotion-focused coping . 18 . 03 4.40* (1,127) . 081 . 183 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
(iii) Coping Functions as Moderators of the Job Stressor-Job Dissatisfaction 
Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.3 presents the results of 10 hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportional of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to the five 
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Job-specific stressors, problem-focused and emotion-focused coping, and the interaction 
of stressors and coping functions (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 10 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the B3 coefficient, yield only five significant interactions, three of which 
functioned as a classic stress-buffering. 
More specifically, "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors/ Organisation" had a significant 
interaction term with both problem-focused coping (B3=-. 004, F=9.29, <. 01) and 
emotion-focused coping (B3=-. 002, F=19.51, p! 5.001) to produce a classic stress- 
buffering pattern, which accounted for 17% and 30% of the variance in job 
dissatisfaction. Thus, for supervisors who employ both problem- and emotion-focused 
coping styles relatively frequently, increased stress related to "Interpersonal Relations with 
Superiors/Organisation" was not related to increased job dissatisfaction. "Job 
Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" only had a small but significant interaction 
term with emotion-focused coping (B3=-. 004, F=4.17, p!! 9.05), accounting for only 8% 
of the variance, to also produce a classical stress-buffering pattern. Thus, for supervisors 
who employ emotion-focused coping styles relatively frequently, increased job stress 
related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" was not realted to increased 
job dissatisfaction. In contrast, "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" had a 
significant interaction term with both problem-focused coping (B3=. 008, F=4.69, p: 5.05) 
and emotion-focused coping (B3=. 004, F=9.70, p _> . 
01), accounting for 9% and 18 % of 
the variance repectively, to produce a stress-enhancing effect on the relationship. Thus, 
coping through both problem- & emotion-focused coping styles was related to slightly 
increased job dissatisfaction under conditions of high job stress related to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers". However, in all cases, emotion-focused coping was found 
to have the greatest significant interaction effect. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 8 ßb to 43 %. Only 
perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", "Work- 
Overload" and "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", accounted for some of 
the variance in job dissatisfaction (12%, 15% & 18%, respectively). However, unlike the 
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other job stressors, "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" was found to have a 
small but significant decreasing main effect on job dissatisfaction, when equated with both 
problem-focused coping (B, =-. 048) and emotion-focused coping (B, =-. 084). 
TABLE 21.1.2.3 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
JOB STRESSORS, COPING FUNCTIONS and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 42) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r Rz 
Increase 
in R2 
F teat on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.59 . 071 
Problem-focused coping (F) -. 20 . 14 . 06 2.83 . 
254 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 
095 
Emotion-focused coping (G) -. 14 . 13 . 04 1.89 . 137 
AxF -. 04 . 31 . 17 9.29** -. 
004 
AxG -. 02 . 43 . 30 19.51*** -. 002 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.56* -. 048 
Problem-focused coping (F) -. 20 . 18 . 05 2.37 -. 329 
Interpersonal Relationship with customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 084 
Emotion-focused coping (G) -. 14 . 17 . 04 2.03 -. 140 
BxF . 14 . 27 . 09 4.69* . 008 
BxG . 23 . 35 . 18 9.70** . 004 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.89** . 213 
Problem-focused coping (F) -. 20 . 22 . 04 2.20 . 160 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 247 
Emotion-focused coping (G) -. 14 . 23 . 05 2.28 . 062 
CxF . 05 . 29 . 07 3.70 -. 010 CxG . 11 . 31 . 08 4.17* -. 004 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 
15 6.86** . 153 
Problem-focused coping (F) -. 20 . 24 . 09 4.71* . 113 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 167 
Emotion-focused coping (G) -. 14 . 24 . 09 4.53* . 037 
DxF . 01 . 31 . 06 3.39 -. 006 
DxF . 06 . 31 . 06 3.29 -. 002 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.45 . 187 
Problem-focused coping (F) -. 20 . 09 . 06 2.39 . 087 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 110 
Emotion-focused coping (G) -. 14 . 07 . 03 
1.32 . 002 
ExF -. 07 . 14 . 06 2.36 -. 009 
ExG . 01 . 08 . 01 . 35 -. 001 
"P : . 05; 
**P z . 01; ***P : . 
001 
No significant "conditional" main effects were found for either coping style. In the 
absence of interaction effects, problem- and emotion-focused coping were only found to 
have a significant main effect on job dissatisfaction, when equated with "Work-Overload" 
(B2 = . 113 
& . 037, repectively), accounting 
in both cases for only 9% of the variance. 
Both coping styles were related to increased job dissatisfaction. 
These results appear to suggest that significant main or interactive effects were dependent 
on both the type of job stressor and coping style. 
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Fig 21.6,21.7 & 21.8, displays in graphical form the five significant job stress 
moderator-buffer and exacerbator effects of the two coping functions on Job 
Dissatisfaction, with their corresponding variables. In addition, the figures also show that 
emotion-focused coping had a small but significant increasing effect on the job stressors 
related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" and "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers". 
PROBLEM-FOCUSED COPING 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING, 
01 B=1.014 B3=-. 004** B2=. 254 
B=. 471* B., =-. 002*** B2=. 137 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH JOB DISSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 071 
B, =. 095 
Fig. 21.6 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
-FOCUSED COPING 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING 
B=. 078 
/j 
B3=. 008* 
\ý 
B2=-. 329 
B=. 189* B., =. 004** B2=- . 140 
ýyy 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH JOB DISSATISFACTION 
CUSTOMERS B1=- . 048* 
B, =- . 084* 
Fig. 21.7 Results of an exacerbator-effect model for supervisors. 
EMOTION-FOCUSED COPING 
B=. 163 B, =-. 004* B, =. 062 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES B, =. 247** 
Fig. 21.8 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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(iv) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & 
Organisation "- Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.4 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportional of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to 
"Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and 
the interaction of this job stressor with these eight coping styles (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient yield five interactions, all of which functioned as job 
stress-exacerbators. 
More specifically, "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" had a 
significant interaction term with Seeking Social Support (B3=. 043, F=24.61, p<_. 001), 
Planful Problem Solving (B3=. 041, F=16.98, p5.001), Confrontive Coping (B3=. 046, 
F=13.65, p<_. 001), Accepting Responsibility (B3=. 043, F=8.44, p: 5.01) and Self- 
Controlling (B3=.. 20, F=4.63, p<_. 05), to produce an stress-enhancing effect on 
psychosomatic ill-health, which accounted for 35%, 28%, 24%, 14% and 8% of the 
variance, respectively. Thus, coping through any of these five coping styles was 
associated with increased psychosomatic complaints under conditions of high job stress 
related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation". 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 10% to 45%. 
However, perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and 
Organisation" did not account for any of the variance in psychosomatic complaints. Only 
three of the eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance. In the presence 
of an interaction effect, only Self-Controlling (B2=-. 837, F=6.83, p5.001) and 
Accepting Responsibility (B2=-2.368, F=7.73, p<_. 01) had a significant "conditional 
main-effect" on psychosomatic complaints, accounting for 14 % and 15 % of the variance, 
respectively. Both coping styles were related to decreased psychosomatic complaints. In 
the absence of interaction effects, only Escape-Avoidance coping (B2=-. 271, F=2.68, 
P :!! g. 01) was significantly related to decreased psychosomatic complaints, accounting for 
20% of the variance. 
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TABLE 21.1.2.4 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 1), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SUPERVISORS (N = 43) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r re 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 181 
Confrontive Coping (H) . 02 . 07 . 00 . 02 -4.090 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 020 
Distancing (I) . 18 . 09 . 02 . 87 -. 820 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 
26 
. 
07 
. 
07 3.01 -. 145 
Self-Controlling (J) . 41 . 20 . 14 6.83** -. 837 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 281 
Seeking Social Support (K) . 23 . 10 . 04 1.66 -3.468 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 165 
Accepting Responsibility (L) . 
42 
. 
22 
. 
15 7.73** -2.368 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 -. 042 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 
49 
. 26 . 
20 10.68** -. 271 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.09 -. 288 
Planful Problem Solving (N) . 07 . 07 . 00 . 08 -3.286 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 3.01 . 037 
Positive Reappraisal (0) . 21 . 
10 
. 
03 1.52 . 
101 
AxH . 29 . 31 . 24 13.65*** . 
046 
AxI . 31 . 11 . 03 1.20 . 013 
AxJ . 49 . 29 . 08 4.63* . 020 
AxK . 47 . 45 . 35 24.61*** . 042 AxL . 54 . 36 . 14 8.44** . 043 
AxM . 55 . 31 . 05 
2.79 . 014 
AxN . 35 . 
35 
. 
28 16.98*** . 041 
Ax0 . 31 . 10 . 00 . 12 . 004_jj 
*P % 0.05 **P 1 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
Fig. 21.9 to 21.13, display in graphical form the five significant interaction effects for the 
job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors/ Organisation" with 
Confrontive Coping, Self-Controlling, Seeking Social Support, Accepting Responsibility 
and Planful Problem Solving on psychosomatic complaints. In addition, the figures also 
show that only Confrontive Coping had a small but significant association with this job 
stressor. 
CONFRONTIVE COPING 
B=2.205* B, =. 046*** B2=-4.090 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH + PSYCHOSOMATIC IL -HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B1=- . 181 
Fig. 21.9 Results of an exacerbating effect model for supervisors. 
SELF-CONTROLLING 
B=1.612 B, =. 020* B2=- . 837** 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH 
=ý PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =- . 145 
Fig. 21.10 Results of an exacerbating effect model for supervisors. 
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SEEKING SOCIAL SUPPORT 
B=1.421 B, =. 042*** Bz=-3.468 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH SYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =- . 281 
Fig. 21.11 Results of an exacerbating effect model for supervisors. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY "'ý 
B=2.491 B, =. 043** Bz-2.368** 
4rýý 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH 4 PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B1=- . 165 
Fig. 21.12 Results of an exacerbating effect model for supervisors. 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING 
B=1.151 B, =. 041*** Bz=-3.286 
INTERPE SONAL RELATIONS 
*L 
ýR41 
ELATIONS WITH 4ILL-HEALTH 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =- . 288 
Fig. 21.13 Results of an exacerbating effect model for supervisors. 
(v) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & 
Organisation ": 
Table 21.1.2.5 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IV) and Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation (DV), to 
investigate path "a". 
The table shows that only Confrontive Coping and in particular Escape-Avoidance made 
a small but significant contribution to the increased variance in the job stressor related to 
"Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and Organisation", as indicated by the significant 
F tests on the equations. 
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TABLE 21.1.2.5 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN each COPING 
FUNCTION & each JOB STRESSOR for SUPERVISORS (N = 129) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTOR(S): r R2 F(Egn. ) d. f. B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (DV) 
Confrontive Coping . 18 . 03 4.51* (1,127) 2.205 . 185 
Distancing . 16 . 02 3.15 
(1,127) 1.643 . 156 
Self-Controlling . 17 . 03 3.89 (1,127) 1.612 . 172 
Seeking Social Support . 13 . 02 2.31 (1,127) 1.421 . 134 
Accepting Responsibility . 16 . 02 3.15 (1,127) 2.491 . 156 
Escape-Avoidance . 
22 
. 
05 6.36** (1,127) 1.744 
. 
218 
Planful Problem Solving . 12 . 01 1.81 (1,128) 1.151 . 118 
Positive Reappraisal . 12 . 01 1.79 (1,127) 1.095 . 118 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
(vi) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & 
Organisation" - Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.6 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportional of explained variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable 
to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation", Lazarus' eight coping styles, 
and the interaction of this job stressor with each coping style (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yielded six significant interactions, all of which functioned 
as a classic stress-buffering pattern. 
More specifically, "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and Organisation" had a 
significant interaction term with Positive Reappraisal (B3=-. 009, F=28.96, p:! 5.001), 
Self-Controlling (B3=-. 006, F=12.16, p: 5.01), Planful Problem Solving (B3=-. 006 
F=8.21, p:! 5.01), Distancing (B3=-. 005, F=5.51, p: 5.05), Escape-Avoidance (B3=- 
. 
004, F=4.99, p. -5.05) and Confrontive Coping B3=-. 001, F=4.65, p! -.. 05), accounting 
for 37 %, 22 %, 15 %, 12 %, 11 % and 10 % of the variance, respectively, to produce a 
classic stress-buffering effect on job dissatisfaction. Thus, for supervisors who employ 
these six coping styles relatively frequent, increased job stress related to "Interpersonal 
Relations with Superiors & Organisation" was not associated with increased job 
dissatisfaction. 
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TABLE 21.1.2.6 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 1), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 41) 
L 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: r 
Cumulative 
R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 047 
Confrontive Coping (H) -. 09 . 10 . 02 . 84 . 413 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 
08 
. 
08 3.50 
. 
048 
Distancing (I) -. 10 . 10 . 02 . 95 . 402 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 
29 
. 
08 
. 
08 3.50 
. 
077 
Self-Controlling (J) -. 09 . 10 . 02 . 90 . 476 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 035 
Seeking Social Support (K) -. 02 . 09 . 01 . 16 . 199 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 046 
Accepting Responsibility (L) -. 29 . 20 . 11 5.40* . 269 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 039 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 04 . 08 . 00 . 02 . 340 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.59 . 066 
Planful Problem Solving (N) -. 26 . 17 . 08 
3.98 
. 
334 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.50 . 071 
Positive Reappraisal (0) -. 25 . 16 . 08 3.70 . 640 
AxH . 00 . 20 . 10 4.65* -. 
001 
AxI -. 02 . 22 . 12 5.51* -. 005 
Axj . 01 . 32 . 22 12.16** -. 006 AxK . 11 . 12 . 03 1.32 -. 002 
AxL -. 10 . 26 . 07 3.47 -. 006 
AxM . 06 . 19 . 11 4.99* -. 004 
AxN -. 07 . 31 . 15 8.21** -. 
006 
Ax0 -. 21 . 53 . 37 28.96*** -. 009 
*P s F. 05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 12 % to 53 %. Again, 
perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" 
did not account for any of the variance in job dissatisfaction. Moreover, only one of the 
eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance (Accepting Responsibility), but 
the size of the increment was small, and was related to increased job dissatisfaction. 
Overall, only Seeking Social Support and Accepting Responsibility did not have a 
significant interaction term with this job stressor, and only Accepting Responsibility had 
a significant main effect on job dissatisfaction. 
Fig. 21.14 to 21.19, display in graphical form, the significant interaction terms between 
"Interpersonal Relations with Superiors/ Organisation" and the six coping styles on job 
dissatisfaction. In addition, the figure also shows that only Confrontive Coping and in 
particular, Escape-Avoidance had a significant increase effect on this job stressor. 
CONFRONTIVE 
i 
COPING 
B=. 185* B, =-. 001* B2=. 413 
INTERP SONAL RELATIONS WITH O JOB DISSATIS ACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 047 
Fig. 21.14 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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DISTANCING 
B=. 156 B, =-. 005* B2=. 402 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH JOB DISSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 048 
Fig. 21.15 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
SELF-CONTROLLING 
B=. 172 B, =-. 006** B2=. 476 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH ý JOB DISSSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 007 
Fig. 21.16 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE 
B=. 218** B, =-. 006** B2=. 340 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH OB DISSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 039 
Fig. 21.17 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING 
B=. 118 B, = 006** B, =. 334 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH JOB DISSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B1=. 066 
Fig. 21.18 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL 
B=. 118 B, 
ý 
-. 009*** B2=. 640 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS WITH JOB DISSATISFACTION 
SUPERIORS/ ORGANISATION B, =. 071 
Fig. 21.19 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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(vii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" 
- Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.7 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportional of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the 
interaction of this job stressor with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for 
supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient yield only two significant but small interactions, all of 
which functioned as a stress-enhancer. 
TABLE 21.1.2.7 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 2), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SUPERVISORS (N = 42) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r Re 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment B 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* -. 151 
Confrontive Coping (H) . 02 . 13 . 00 . 01 -2.667 Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* . 317 
Distancing (I) . 18 . 15 . 02 . 89 . 601 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* . 102 
Self-Controlling (J) . 41 . 26 . 12 6.58* . 349 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 
6.22* -. 197 
Seeking Social Support (K) . 23 . 17 . 03 1.48 -1.352 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* -. 215 
Accepting Responsibility (L) . 42 . 30 . 16 9.20** -1.831 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* . 004 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 49 . 30 . 16 9.15** -. 051 Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.38* -. 129 Planful Problem Solving (N) . 07 . 14 . 00 . 17 -1.586 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 37 . 13 . 13 6.22* . 320 
Positive Reappraisal (0) . 21 . 17 . 03 1.67 . 680 
BxH . 28 . 22 . 09 4.33* . 085 
BxI . 31 . 15 . 00 . 04 -. 007 Bxj . 51 . 27 . 01 . 33 . 016 
BxK . 44 . 24 . 07 3.46 . 057 
BxL . 61 . 40 . 10 6.40* . 106 
BxM . 58 . 33 . 04 2.07 . 033 BxN . 33 . 20 . 06 2.80 . 054 
Bx0 . 33 . 17 . 00 . 06 -. 007 
-P s 0.06 "-P s 0.01 *+*P s 0.001 
More specifically, "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" had a significant 
interaction term with only Accepting Responsibility (B3=. 106, F=6.40, p5.05) and 
Confrontive Coping (B3=. 085, F=4.33, p5.05), accounting for only 10% and 9% of the 
change in variance, to produce a stress-enhancing effect on psychosomatic ill-health. 
Thus, coping through Accepting Responsibility and Confrontive Coping was related to 
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slightly increased psychosomatic complaints under conditions of high job stress related to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers". 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 15% to 40%. 
Perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" accounted for 
13% of the variance in psychosomatic complaints. However, the nature of the effect 
varied with the type of coping in the equation. Only three of the eight main effects of 
coping reached statistical significance. In the presence of interaction effects, only 
Accepting Responsibility had a significant "conditional" main effect on psychosomatic 
complaints, accounting for 16% of the variance. In the absence of interaction effects only 
Escape-Avoidance and Self-Controlling had a significant main effect on psychosomatic 
complaints, which accounted for 16% and 12% of the variance, respectively. However, 
whereas Escape-Avoidance and Accepting Responsibility were related to decreased 
psychosomatic complaints, Self-Controlling was related to increased psychosomatic 
complaints. 
Fig 21.20 & 21.21, display in a graphical form, the significant interaction terms between 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and the two coping styles. In addition, the 
figures also show that neither Confrontive Coping or Accepting Responsibility had a 
significan effect on this job stressor. 
CONFRONTIVE COPING 
I 
B=. 459 B, =. 085* B2=-2.667 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP OPSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 151 
Fig. 21.20 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 
B=. 265 B, =. 106* B2=-1.831** 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP PSYCHOSOMATIC L-HEALTH 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =-. 215* 
Fig. 21.21 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
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(viii) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers ": 
Table 21.1.2.8 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping styles (IV) and "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" (DV), to investigate 
path "a". 
TABLE 21.1.2.8 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 2) for SUPERVISORS (N = 128) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. B ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with customers (DV) 
Confrontive Coping . 12 . 01 1.75 
(1,126) . 459 . 117 
Distancing . 11 . 01 1.66 
(1,126) . 396 . 114 
Self-Controlling . 16 . 03 3.37 (1,126) . 498 . 161 
Seeking Social Support . 13 . 02 2.34 (1,126) . 473 . 135 
Accepting Responsibility . 05 . 00 . 32 
(1,126) . 265 . 050 
Escape-Avoidance . 27 . 07 9.88** 
(1,126) . 709 . 270 
Planful Problem Solving . 03 . 00 . 14 
(1,127) . 106 . 033 
Positive Reappraisal . 07 . 00 . 66 (1,126) . 220 . 072 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 "**P s 0.001 
The table shows that out of the 8 coping styles only Escape-Avoidance had a small, but 
significant effect on "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", which was related to 
increased job stress, as indicated by the significant F tests on the equations. 
(ix) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" 
- Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.9 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine the 
proportional of explained variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the interaction of this job 
stressor with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yield seven significant interactions, all of which functioned 
as a stress-enhancer. 
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More specifically, "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" had a significant 
interaction term with Distancing (B3=. 025, F=21.84, p<_. 001), Self-Controlling 
(B3=. 018, F=11.18, p<_. 01), Accepting Responsibility (B3=. 027, F=10.70, p:! 01), 
Escape-Avoidance (B3 =. O 13, F =7.96, p< . 
01), Confrontive Coping (B3=. 021, F=7.65, 
p<. 01), . 
01), Seeking Social Support (B3 =. O 14, F =5.04, p: 5.05) and Planful Problem Solving 
(B3=. 012, F=4.05, p<_. 05), accounting for 32%, 20%, 18%, 16%, 15%, 11% and 8% 
of the variance, respectively, to produce a stress-enhancing effect on job dissatisfaction. 
Thus, for supervisors coping through these seven coping styles was related to increased 
job dissatisfaction under conditions of high job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship 
with Customers". 
TABLE 21.1.2.9 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 2), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 40) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: r 
Cumulative 
R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F teat on 
increment B 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 055 
Confrontive Coping (H) -. 08 . 14 . 02 . 70 -. 733 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 
5.42* -. 093 
Distancing (I) -. 10 . 
15 
. 
02 . 90 -. 090 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 097 
Self-Controlling (J) -. 09 . 15 . 02 1.02 -. 641 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 056 
Seeking Social Support (K) -. 02 . 13 . 
00 . 21 -. 480 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 069 
Accepting Responsibility (L) -. 29 . 22 . 09 4.48* -1.151 Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 36 . 12 . 12 5.42* -. 023 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 04 . 13 . 00 . 13 -. 477 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.56* -. 039 planful Problem Solving (N) . 26 . 20 . 07 3.38 -. 
524 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 
35 
. 12 . 12 5.42* . 071 
Positive Reappraisal (O) -. 25 . 20 . 08 3.52 -. 053 BxH . 22 . 29 . 15 7.65** . 021 BxI . 26 . 47 . 32 21.84*** . 025 
Bxj . 25 . 35 . 20 11.18** . 018 
BxK . 28 . 24 . 11 5.04* . 014 BxL . 10 . 40 . 18 10.70** . 027 BxM . 27 . 29 . 16 7.96** . 013 BxN . 09 . 28 . 08 4.05* . 012 
Bx0 -. 06 . 20 . 00 . 19 . 002 
"P s 0.05 *'P s 0.01 """P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 20 % to 47 %. Perceived job 
stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" accounted for 12 % of the 
explained variance in job dissatisfaction. Only one of the eight main effects of coping 
reached statistical significance and the size of the increment was small. That is, a 
"conditional" main effect was observed by Accepting Responsibility (B2=-1.151, F =4.48, 
p :! g. 05), which accounted for only 9% of the variance, and was related to decreased job 
dissatisfaction. Overall, only Positive Reappraisal did not have a significant interaction 
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term with this job stressor, and only Accepting Responsibility had a significant, but 
"conditional" main effect on job dissatisfaction. 
Fig. 21.22 to 21.28, displays in a graphic form, the significant interaction terms between 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and the seven coping styles on job 
dissatisfaction. In addition, the figures also show that only Escape-Avoidance coping had 
a significant increase effect on this job stressor. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 
B=. 265 8, =. 027** B 1.151* 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP `' JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 069* 
Fig. 21.22 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
DISTANCING 
B=. 396 --5*** B2=-. 090 
INTERP RSONAL RELATIONSHIP JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 093* 
Fig. 21.23 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
CONFRONTIVE COPING 
B=. 459 B, 
i 
. 
021** B2=- 
. 
733** 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 'r JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 
055* 
Fig. 21.24 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
SELF-CONTROLLING 
B=. 498 B, =. 018** B2=-. 641 Ae'ý_ý 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 4 JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B1=- . 097* 
Fig. 21.25 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
SEEKING SOCIAL SUPPORT 
B=. 473 B, 
I 
. 014* 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP 1ý JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 056* 
Fig. 21.26 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
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ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE 
B=. 709** B,. 013** B2=- . 477 
INTERPE SONAL RELATIONSHIP JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 023* 
Fig. 21.27 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING 
B=. 106 B., =. 012* B2=- . 524** 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =- . 039* 
Fig. 21.28 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
(x) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Job Characteristics and Promotion 
Opportunities - Psychosomatic Ill-Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.10, presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportional of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to "Job 
Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the 
inetraction of this job stressor with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for 
supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yielded only one significant interaction, which functioned 
as a stress-enhancer. 
More specifically, "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" had a significant 
interaction term with Accepting Responsibility (B3=. 183, F9.93, p5.01), which 
accounted for 16% of the variance, to exacerbate the relationship. Thus, coping through 
Accepting Responsibility was related to increased psychosomatic complaints under 
conditions of high job stress associated with "Job Characteristics and Promotion 
Opportunities". 
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TABLE 21.1.2.10 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 3), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SUPERVISORS (N = 43) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F test on 
increment B 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 . 
577 
Confrontive Coping (H) . 02 . 05 . 00 . 01 1.536 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 . 712 
Distancing (I) 18 . 07 . 02 . 87 2.147 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 . 180 
Self-Controlling (J) . 41 . 
19 
. 
14 6.94** . 973 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 -. 
279 
Seeking Social Support (K) . 23 . 09 . 05 2.03 -. 949 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 -. 554 
Accepting Responsibility (L) . 42 . 23 . 18 9.62** -2.470 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 -. 186 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 49 . 26 . 21 11.15** -. 
529 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.14 -. 
079 
Planful Problem Solving (N) . 07 . 05 . 00 . 21 -. 802 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.09 -. 019 
Positive Reappraisal (0) . 21 . 09 . 04 1.67 -. 446 
CxH . 
10 
. 
07 
. 03 
1.10 -. 066 
CxI . 19 . 12 . 05 2.31 -. 072 
CxJ . 40 . 19 . 00 . 00 -. 002 
CxK . 35 . 14 . 05 2.08 . 065 CxL . 57 . 39 . 16 9.93** . 
183 
CxM . 55 . 31 . 06 3.31 . 061 
CxN . 22 . 07 . 02 . 93 . 041 
Cx0 . 31 . 10 . 02 . 80 . 037 
"P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 7% to 39%. However, 
perceived job stress related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" did not 
account for any of the variance in psychosomatic complaints. Finally, only three out of 
the eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance. In the presence of an 
interaction effect, Accepting Responsibility was also found to have a significant 
"conditional" main-effect on psychosomatic ill-health (B2=-2.470, F(2,4 1) = 9.62, p: 5 . 
01), 
accounting for 18 % of the variance. In the absence of interaction effects, Self-Controlling 
(B2=. 973, F(2,41)=6.94, p<_. 01) and Escape-Avoidance (B2=-. 529, F(2,41)=11.15, 
p:! 5.01), were also found to have a significant main-effect on psychosomatic complaints, 
which accounted for 14 % and 21 % of the variance, respectively. However, whereas Self- 
Controlling main effect was related to increased psychosomatic complaints, Escape- 
Avoidance and Accepting Responsibility coping were related to decreased psychosomatic 
health complaints . 
Fig 21.29, displays in graphical form, the significant interaction found for "Job 
Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" with Accepting Responsibility. In addition, 
the figure also shows that Accepting Responsibility coping or "acknowledging one's role 
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in the problem with a concomitant theme of trying to put things right", as defined by 
Folkman & Lazarus, did not seem to have a significant effect on this job stressor. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 
B=-. 09 B3=. 183** BZ=-2.470** 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES B, =-. 554 
Fig. 21.29 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
(xi) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities ": 
Table 21.1.2.11 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regressions between each 
coping style (IVs) and "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" (DV), to 
investigate path "a". 
TABLE 21.1.2.11 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 3) for SUPERVISORS (N = 129) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. B ß 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (DV) 
Confrontive Coping . 04 . 00 . 18 (1,127) . 111 . 038 Distancing . 18 . 03 4.40* (1,127) . 482 . 183 Self-Controlling . 18 . 03 4.07* (1,127) . 411 . 176 Seeking Social Support . 05 . 00 . 34 (1,127) . 137 . 052 Accepting Responsibility -. 02 . 00 . 07 
(1,127) -. 091 -. 023 
Escape-Avoidance . 
19 
. 04 4.94* (1,127) . 386 . 194 
Planful Problem Solving . 01 . 00 . 02 (1,128) . 028 . 012 Positive Reappraisal . 09 . 01 1.04 (1,127) . 209 . 090 
*P s 0.05 **P 1 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The table shows that out of the eight coping styles only Distancing, Self-Controlling and 
Escape-Avoidance had a small, but significant increased effect on the job stressor related 
to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", as indicated by the F tests on the 
equations. 
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(xii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities" - Job Disatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.12 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportional of explained variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Job 
Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the 
interaction of this job stressor with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for 
supervisors. 
TABLE 21.1.2.12 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 3), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 41) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r RZ 
Increase 
in R' 
F test on 
increment B 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67* . 117 
Confrontive Coping (H) -. 08 . 19 . 01 . 
48 . 071 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 084 
Distancing (I) - . 10 . 22 . 03 1.64 - . 128 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 271 
Self-Controlling (J) -. 09 . 21 . 03 1.43 . 316 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 169 
Seeking Social Support (K) -. 02 . 18 . 00 . 09 . 232 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 143 
Accepting Responsibility (L) -. 29 . 26 . 08 4.01 . 091 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 098 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 04 . 18 . 00 . 08 . 031 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.89** . 181 
Planful Problem Solving (N) -. 26 . 25 . 07 3.53 . 172 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 43 . 18 . 18 8.67** . 204 
Positive Reappraisal (0) -. 25 . 27 . 08 4.33* . 
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CxH . 14 . 20 . 01 . 26 -. 006 
CxI . 16 . 22 . 00 . 02 . 001 CxJ . 16 . 30 . 09 4.54* -. 019 
CxK . 19 . 22 . 03 1.61 -. 011 
CxL - . 02 . 
28 
. 
02 1.19 -. 014 
CxM . 17 . 18 . 00 . 07 -. 002 
CxN -. 01 . 
30 
. 
05 2.95 -. 012 
Cx0 -. 10 . 38 . 12 7.14** -. 018 11 
"P s 0.05 ""P s 0.01 "**P s 0.001 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yield only two significant interactions, which functioned 
as a classic stress-buffering effect. 
More specifically, "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities" had a significant 
interaction term with Positive Reappraisal (B3=-. 018, F=7.14, p5.01) and Self- 
Controlling (B3=-. 019, F=4.54, p<_. 05) to produce a classic stress-buffering effect on 
job dissatisfaction, and which accounted for 12% and 9% of the change in variance. 
Overall, relatively small effect sizes. Thus, supervisors who employ relatively frequently 
Self-Controlling coping styles or "efforts to regulate one's own feelings and actions" and 
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in particular Positive Reappraisal or "efforts to create positive meaning by focusing on 
personal growth or religion", increased job stress related to "Job Characteristics and 
Promotion Opportunities" was not related to increased job dissatisfaction. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 18% to 38%. 
Perceived job stress related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" accounted 
for 18 % of the variance in job dissatisfaction. However, the nature of the effect appears 
to vary with type of coping. Only one of the eight main effects of coping reached 
statistical significance. That is, Positive Reappraisal was found to have a small, but the 
only significant "conditional" main effect on job dissatisfaction (B2=. 317, F(2,39)=4.33, 
p:! 9.05), and which accounted for 8% of the variance. This coping style was related to 
increased job dissatisfaction. 
Fig. 21.30 & 21.31, display in graphical form, the two significant interactions found for 
"Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" with Self-Controlling and with Positive 
Reappraisal, respectively. In addition, the figures also show that only Self-Controlling 
coping has a significant increasing effect on this job stressor. 
SELF-CONTROLLING 
I 
B-. 411* B, =-. 019* B2-. 316 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES B, =. 217** 
Fig. 21.30 Results of a moderator effect model for supervisors. 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL 
I 
B2_. 317* B-. 209 B 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES B, -. 204** 
Fig. 22.31 Results of moderator effect model for supervisors. 
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(xiii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Work-Overload" - Psychosomatic Ill- 
Health Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.13 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportional of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to 
"Work-Overload", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the interaction of this job stressor 
with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yielded only two significant interactions, which functioned 
as stress-enhancers. 
More specifically, "Work-Overload" had a significant interaction term with Accepting 
Responsibility (B, =. 160, F=22.76, p<_ . 
001) and with Escape-Avoidance (B3 =. 050, 
F =5.36, p<_ . 
05), to produce a stress-enhancing effect on psychosomatic complaints, 
which accounted for 27% and 9% of the variance, respectively. Thus, for supervisors 
coping through Accepting Responsibility or "knowledge of one's own role in the problem 
with a concomitant theme of trying to put things right" and to a lesser extent, coping 
through Escape-Avoidance or "wishful thinking and behavioural efforts to escape or avoid 
the problem", was related to increased psychosomatic complaints under conditions of high 
job stress related to "Work-Overload". 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 17 % to 55 %. Perceived job 
stress related to "Work-Overload" accounted for 14 % of the variance. However, this job 
stressor was not always found to be related to increased psychosomatic complaints. That 
is, when equated with Positive Reappraisal, Distancing and Confrontive Coping, "Work- 
Overload" was found to be related to increased psychosomatic complaints (B1 =. 363, . 274 
&. 032, respectively). However, when this job stressor was equated with Seeking Social 
Support, Escape-Avoidance, Self-Controlling or Planful Problem Solving, it was found 
to be related to decreased psychosomatic ill-health (B, =-. 157, -. 120 & -. 111, 
respectively). 
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TABLE 21.1.2.13 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SUPERVISORS (N = 42) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F test on 
increment B 
Work-Overload (D) 
. 38 . 14 . 
14 6.70** 
. 
032 
Confrontive Coping (H) . 02 . 15 . 
01 
. 
31 -1.967 
Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 
14 6.70** 
. 
274 
Distancing (I) . 18 . 15 . 01 . 36 . 201 Work-Overload (D) 
. 
38 
. 
14 
. 14 6.70** -. 120 
Self-Controlling (J) . 41 . 22 . 08 4.10* -. 433 Work-Overload (D) 
. 
38 
. 14 . 14 6.70** -. 157 
Seeking Social Support (K) . 22 . 17 . 03 1.22 -1.587 Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.70** -. 552 
Accepting Responsibility (L) . 42 . 27 . 13 7.00** -4.521 Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.70** -. 149 Escape-Avoidance (M) . 49 . 28 . 13 7.24** -. 935 Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.86** -. 111 Planful Problem Solving (N) 
. 
07 
. 14 . 00 . 00 -1.719 
Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.70** . 363 
Positive Reappraisal (0) . 
21 
. 16 . 02 . 97 . 830 
DxH . 25 . 19 . 04 2.03 . 049 DxI 
. 31 . 15 . 00 . 00 . 001 
Dxj . 50 . 26 . 03 1.57 . 034 DxK . 43 . 24 . 07 3.68 . 054 
DxL . 64 . 55 . 27 22.76*** . 160 DxM . 59 . 37 . 09 5.36* . 050 DxN 
L 
. 32 . 20 . 06 2.89 . 047 Dx0 . 30 . 17 . 00 . 25 -. 013 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
In addition, only three of the eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance. 
That is, in the presence of interaction effects, Accepting Responsibility (B2=-4.521, 
F(2,40) =7.00, p <_ .O 1) and Escape-Avoidance (B2 =-. 935, F(2,40) =7.24, p-! 9.01), had 
a significant "conditional" main effect on psychosomatic complaints, each accounting for 
13% of the variance. Finally, in the absence of interaction effects only Self-Controlling 
(B2 =-. 433, F(2,40) =4.10, p<_ . 
05), had a small but significant main effect on 
psychosomatic complaints, which accounting for 8% of the variance. All these coping 
styles were related to decreased psychosomatic complaints. 
Fig. 21.32 & 21.33, display in graphical form, the two significant interactions found for 
"Work-Overload" with Accepting Responsibility and with Escape-Avoidance, respectively. 
These figures also demonstrate that Accepting Responsibility, and to a greater extent 
Escape-Avoidance, had a significant increased effect on this job stressor. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 
B-. 962* 
yIB, 
=. 160*** B2--4.521** 
WORK - OVERLOAD PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
B, =-. 552** 
Fig. 22.32 Results of exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
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ESCAPE-AVOIDANCE 
B=1.074*** B, =. 050* B2=-. 935** 
WORK - OVERLOAD PSYCHOSOMATIC IL -HEALTH 
B, =-. 149** 
Fig. 22.33 Results of exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
(xiv) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on "Work-Overload": 
Table 21.1.2.14 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regression analysis between 
each coping style (IV) and "Work-Overload" (DV), to investigate path "a". 
TABLE 21.1.2.14 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each COPING 
STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4) for SUPERVISORS (N = 128) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
PREDICTORS: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. B ß 
Work-Overload (DV) 
Confrontive coping . 28 . 08 10. 52** (1,126) 1.082 . 278 
Distancing . 25 . 06 8. 34** 
(1,126) . 862 . 249 
Self-Controlling . 38 . 14 21. 27*** (1,126) 1.164 . 380 
Seeking Social Support . 
18 
. 
03 4. 04* (1,126) . 614 . 176 
Accepting Responsibility . 18 . 03 4. 39* (1,126) . 962 . 184 
Escape-Avoidance . 41 . 17 25. 58*** (1,126) 1.074 . 411 
Planful Problem Solving . 20 . 04 5. 10* (1,127) . 628 . 196 
Positive Reappraisal . 19 . 04 4. 89* 
(1,126) . 588 . 193 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
The table shows that all eight coping styles and in particular Escape-Avoidance and Self- 
Controlling, had a significant increased effect on the job stressor related to "Work- 
Overload", as indicated by the F tests on the equations. 
(xv) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Work-Overload" - Job Dissatisfaction 
Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.15 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regressions to determine 
the proportional of explained variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to "Work- 
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Overload", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the interaction of this job stressor with each 
of these eight coping styles (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the 8 possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yield only one significant interaction, which functioned 
as a classic stress-buffering effect. 
More specifically, "Work-Overload" had a significant interaction term with Positive 
Reappraisal, (B3= -. 0 16, F= 15.68, p<_ . 001), to produce a classic stress-bufferin effect 
on job dissatisfaction, which accounted for 22 % of the variance. Thus, for supervisors 
who employ Positive Reappraisal relatively frequently, increased job stress related to 
"Work-Overload" was not related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
TABLE 21.1.2.15 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 4), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 40) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F teat on 
increment B 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 119 Confrontive Coping (H) -. 08 . 19 . 04 1.83 . 174 Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 078 
Distancing (I) -. 10 . 19 . 04 1.94 -. 058 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 139 Self-Controlling (J) -. 09 . 22 . 07 3.22 . 095 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 120 Seeking Social Support (K) -. 02 . 16 . 01 . 37 . 223 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 072 
Accepting Responsibility (L) -. 29 . 28 . 13 6.94** -. 279 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 072 Escape-Avoidance (M) . 04 . 17 . 02 . 74 -. 034 Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.86** . 152 Planful Problem Solving (N) -. 26 . 26 . 11 5.91* . 175 
Work-Overload (D) . 39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 173 
Positive Reappraisal (0) -. 25 . 26 . 11 5.45* . 429 
DxH . 07 . 23 . 04 1.66 -. 009 DxI . 10 . 19 . 00 . 05 -. 001 DxJ . 11 . 25 . 03 1.46 -. 006 DxK . 14 . 19 . 03 1.58 -. 007 
DxL -. 02 . 28 . 00 . 00 -5.349 
DxM . 16 . 17 . 00 . 02 -6.287 DxN -. 03 . 33 . 06 3.52 -. 009 Dx0 -. 17 . 48 . 22 15.68*** -. 016 
"P s 0.05 "*P s 0.01 *** y 0.001 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 17% to 48%. Perceived job 
stress related to "Work-Overload" accounted for 15 % of the variance. However, the 
nature of the effect on job dissatisfaction varied with the type of coping style. Only three 
of the eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance. That is, in the 
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presence of interaction effects Positive Reappraisal (B2=. 429, F(2,38)=5.45, p<_. 05) 
had a small, but significant "conditional" main effect on job dissatisfaction, which 
accounted for 11 % of the variance. In the absence of interaction effects both Accepting 
Responsibility (B2=-. 279, F(2,38)=6.94, p<_ . O1) and Planful Problem Solving (B2=. 175, 
F(2,38) =5.91, p!! 9.05) . 
05) had a significant main effect on job dissatisfaction, which 
accounted for 13 % and 11 % of the variance, respectively. However, except for 
Accepting Responsibility, which was found to be related to decreased job dissatisfaction, 
both Planful Problem Solving and Positive Reappraisal were related to increased job 
dissatisfaction. 
Fig. 21.34, displays in graphical form, the significant interaction found for "Work- 
Overload" with Positive Reappraisal on job dissatisfaction. In addition the figure also 
shows that Positive Reappraisal had a significant effect on "Work-Overload", which was 
related to increased job stress. 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL 
B_. 588* B, =-. 016*** B, -. 429* 
WORK - OVERLOAD ) JOB DISSATISFACTION 
B, =. 173** 
Fig. 21.34 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
(xvi) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" - 
Psychosomatic Ill-Health relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.16 presents the results of eight hierarchical multiple regressions to 
determine the proportion of explained variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) 
attributable to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", Lazarus' eight coping styles, 
and the interaction of this job stressor with each of the eight coping styles (IVs), for 
supervisors. 
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The results indicate that out of the eight possible interactions, the hierarchical F test on 
increment of the B3 coefficient, yield six interactions, all of which functioned as classic 
stress-buffers. 
More specifically, "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" had a significant interaction 
with Positive Reappraisal (B3=-. 183, F=28.92, p <_ . 
001), Planful Problem Solving (B, =- 
. 177, F=23.20, p<_. 
001), Self-Controlling (B3=-. 181, F=21.21, p<_. 001), Accepting 
Responsibility (B3=-. 223, F=18.67, p<_. 001), Seeking Social Support (B3=-. 163, 
F=15.43, p<_ . 001) and Distancing (B3=-. 170, F=10.86, p: 5.01), to produce a classic 
stress-buffering effect on psychosomatic complaints, which accounted for 35%, 32%, 
26%, 24%, 24%, and 19% of the variance, respectively. Thus, supervisors who employ 
these six coping styles relatively frequently, increased job stress related to "Environment 
& Social-Work Conditions" was not related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from 14 % to 52 %. Perceived job 
stress related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" accounted for 13% of the 
variance in psychosomatic complaints. However, the nature of the effect varied with the 
type of coping style. Only three of the eight main effects of coping reached statistical 
significance. That is, in the presence of interaction effects, both Self-Controlling and 
Accepting Responsibility had a significant "conditional" main effect on psychosomatic 
complaints, accounting for 12 % and 14 % of the variance. In the absence of interaction 
effects only Escape-Avoidance had a significant main effect on psychosomatic complaints, 
which accounted for 18% of the variance. All three of these coping styles were related 
to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
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TABLE 21.1.2.16 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 5), 8 COPING STYLES and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL- 
HEALTH for SUPERVISORS (N = 43) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R2 
F test on 
increment B 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 
36 
. 
13 
. 
13 6.08* 
. 
470 
Confrontive Coping (H) . 02 . 13 . 00 . 13 -. 487 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 
36 
. 13 . 13 6.08* 
1.491 
Distancing (I) . 
18 
. 
15 
. 02 . 
77 3.299 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* 2.072 
Self-Controlling (J) . 41 . 
25 
. 
12 6.57** 3.905 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* 1.793 
Seeking Social Support (K) . 22 . 
17 
. 
04 1.86 3.580 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* 1.439 
Accepting Responsibility ( L) . 42 . 27 . 14 7.78** 5.719 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* . 847 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 49 . 31 . 18 10.29** 2.151 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.23* 1.985 
Planful Problem Solving (N) . 07 . 13 . 00 . 05 3.084 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 6.08* 1.595 
Positive Reappraisal (0) . 21 . 17 . 04 1.83 3.640 
ExH . 
10 
. 
14 
. 01 . 
28 
. 
014 
ExI . 20 . 33 . 19 10.86** -. 170 
Exj . 
35 
. 51 . 26 21.21*** -. 
181 
ExK . 23 . 40 . 24 15.43*** -. 163 
ExL . 33 . 51 . 24 18.67*** -. 
223 
ExM . 46 . 36 . 06 3.42 -. 079 
ExN . 10 . 45 . 32 23.20*** -. 177 
Ex0 . 14 . 52 . 35 28.92*** 182 
*P z 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
Fig. 21.35 to 21.40, display in graphical form, the six significant interactions found for 
"Environmental & Social-Work Conditions" with Accepting Responsibility, Positive 
Reappraisal, Self-Controlling, Planful Problem Solving, Distancing and Seeking Social 
Support on psychosomatic ill-health. In addition, the figures also show that only Self- 
Controlling coping had a small but significant effect on this job stressor, which was 
related to increased job stress. 
ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY 
B=. 459 
I 
B, =-. 223*** B, =5.719** 
ENVIRONMENTAL & PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B, =1.439* 
Fig. 21.35 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
POSITIVE REAPPRAISAL 
B- . 101 B, --. 182*** B=-3.640 
ENVIRONMENTAL & PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B1a1.595* 
Fig. 21.36 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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SELF-CONTROLLING 
B=. 328* B3=-. 181*** B, =3.905** 
ENVIRONMENTAL &. PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B, =2. O72* 
Fig. 21.37 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
PLANFUL PROBLEM SOLVING 
B=. 216 B3=_. 177*** B, =3.084 
ENVIRONMENTAL &) PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B, =1.985* 
Fig. 21.38 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
DISTANCING 
B=. 313 B, =-. 170** B2=3.29: 
ENVIRONMENTAL & PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B, =1.491* 
Fig. 21.39 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
EEKING SOCIAL SUPPORT 
B175 B3=-. 163*** B2=3.58C 
ENVIRONMENTAL &% PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
SOCIAL-WORK CONDITIONS B1=1.793* 
Fig. 21.40 Results of a moderator-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
(xvii) Predictive Effects of Coping Styles on "Environment & Social-Work Conditions": 
Table 21.1.2.14 presents the results of 8 standard multiple regression analysis between 
each coping style (IV) and "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" (DV), to investigate 
path "a" . 
325 
The table shows that out of the 8 coping styles, only three had a small but significant 
increased effect on "Environment & Social-Work" stressors (Escape-Avoidance, 
Confrontive Coping and Self-Controlling), as indicated by the significant F tests on the 
equations. 
TABLE 21.1.2.17 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN each 
COPING STYLE 
and A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 5) for SUPERVISORS (N = 129) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB STRESSOR 
VARIABLES: r R2 F (Eqn. ) d. f. B ß 
Environment & Social-Work Factors 
Confrontive Coping . 21 . 05 6.08** (1,127) . 507 . 214 
Distancing . 15 . 
02 2.87 (1,127) 
. 
313 
. 
149 
Self-Controlling . 17 . 03 4.04* (1,127) . 328 . 175 Seeking Social Support 
. 
08 
. 
01 
. 87 
(1,127) 
. 175 . 
083 
Accepting Responsibility . 14 . 02 2.68 (1,127) . 459 . 144 
Escape-Avoidance . 21 . 05 6.16** (1,127) . 343 . 215 
Planful Problem Solving . 11 . 01 1.59 (1,128) . 216 . 111 Positive Reappraisal . 05 . 00 . 38 
(1,127) 
. 
101 
. 
055 
*P s 0.05 **P s 0.01 ***P s 0.001 
(xviii) Eight Coping Styles as Moderators of "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" 
- Job Dissatisfaction Relationship: 
Table 21.1.2.18 presents the results of 8 hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportional of explained variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable 
to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", Lazarus' eight coping styles, and the 
interaction of this job stressor with each of these eight coping styles (IVs), for 
supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the eight possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the B3 coefficient, yielded no significant interactions. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 9% to 19 %. Perceived 
job stress related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" did not account for any of 
the variance in job dissatisfaction. Finally, in the absence of interaction effects the results 
revealed that, only one of the eight main effects of coping reached statistical significance, 
but the size of the increment was very small. That is, Accepting Responsibility (B2=- 
. 264, 
F(2,39) =4.49, p:! 9.05) had a significant, but small main effect on job 
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dissatisfaction, which accounted for only 10% of the explained variance, and which was 
related to decreased job dissatisfaction. 
TABLE 21.1.2.18 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (FACTOR 5), 8 COPING STYLES and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N = 41) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in Rz 
F test on 
increment B 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 
19 
. 
03 
. 
03 1.41 
. 
150 
Confrontive Coping (H) -. 08 . 05 . 02 . 66 . 214 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 003 
Distancing (I) -. 10 . 05 . 02 . 70 -. 
209 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 129 Self-Controlling (J) -. 09 . 05 . 02 . 67 . 076 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 113 
Seeking Social Support (K) -. 02 . 
04 
. 00 . 
06 
. 
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Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 057 
Accepting Responsibility ( L) -. 29 . 14 . 10 4.49* -. 264 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 -. 042 
Escape-Avoidance (M) . 
04 
. 
03 
. 
00 
. 
00 -. 223 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.45 . 150 
Planful Problem Solving (N) -. 26 . 11 . 08 3.40 . 052 
Environment & Social-Work (E) . 19 . 03 . 03 1.41 . 161 Positive Reappraisal (0) -. 25 . 10 . 07 2.87 . 184 ExH -. 02 . 09 . 04 1.78 -. 107 
ExI . 06 . 06 . 01 . 43 . 008 
Exj . 
03 
. 07 . 01 . 
57 -. 008 
ExK . 07 . 05 . 01 . 58 -. 008 
ExL -. 09 . 14 . 00 . 00 2.660 
ExM . 18 . 08 . 05 1.93 . 014 ExN -. 10 . 15 . 03 1.51 -. 011 Ex0 -. 20 . 19 . 09 4.07 -. 017 
"P s . 05 
SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 
SUPERVISORS 
Coping Effectiveness: Psychosomatic Health 
When the two mechanisms through which coping styles can affect psychosomatic health 
(ie., main effects model and interaction model), were examined for supervisors, the data 
suggested that even with a small number of cases, both models were operative, depending 
on whether problem- or emotion-focused modes of coping styles were examined. 
Moreover, pronounced coping differences were observed among the job stressors. 
Both problem- and emotion-focused coping functions had significant interaction terms with 
the job stressors related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors & Organisation", 
and "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", but not with "Interpersonal Relationship 
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with Customers", "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", or "Work-Overload". 
However, whereas both coping modes functioned as a stress-buffer with the job stressor 
related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", with "Interpersonal Relations with 
Superiors & Organisation" they both operated as stress-enhancers rather than stress-buffers 
on psychosomatic complaints. This is perhaps not surprising, given that supervisors may 
have more control over the latter job stressor than the former. Finally, only emotion- 
focused coping style was found to have a direct effect on psychosomatic complaints when 
equated with all five job stressors. Emotion-focused coping was related to increased 
psychosomatic complaints only when equated with the job stressor related to "Environment 
& Social-Work Conditions", perhaps at the cost of reducing the impact of the job stressor 
on psychosomatic complaints. In contrast, emotion-focused coping was related to 
decreased psychosomatic complaints, when equated with all the other four job stressors. 
When the subvarieties of coping styles were examined for both interactive and main 
effects, the results also revealed that both models were operative, depending on whether 
problem- or emotion-focused modes of coping were investigated. Moreover, pronounced 
coping differences were maintained among the job stressors. 
With the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" 
both problem-focused coping styles (Confrontive Coping & Planful Problem Solving), and 
only three of the six emotion-focused coping styles (Self-Controlling, Seeking Social 
Support & Accepting Responsibility) showed significant interaction effects. All of which 
appeared to increase psychosomatic complaints, in particular Seeking Social Support and 
both problem-focused coping styles. Thus, operating as stress-enhancers rather than 
stress-buffers. In addition, only three emotion-focused coping modes (Escape-Avoidance, 
Seeking Social Support & Self-Controlling) showed significant main effects. All of which 
were related to decreased psychosomatic complaints. However, given that Seeking Social 
Support and Self-Controlling also interacted with this job stressor, their main effect was 
"conditional" upon the level of stress, and thus, only Escape-Avoidance had a significant 
main effect on psychosomatic complaints independent of the level of stress. 
328 
With the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" only one 
problem-focused coping style (Confrontive Coping) and only one emotion-focused coping 
style (Accepting Responsibility) showed small, but significant interaction terms, both of 
which operated as stress-enhancers, rather than stress-buffers. In addition, only three 
emotion-focused coping styles showed significant main effects. One of which was related 
to increased psychosomatic complaints (Self-Controlling) and two were related to 
decreased psychosomatic complaints (Accepting Responsibility & Escape-Avoidance). 
However, only Escape-Avoidance did not interact with this job stressor, and hence, it was 
the only coping style that had a significant main effect on psychosomatic complaints 
independently of the level of job stress. 
With the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" only 
Accepting Responsibility (an emotion-focused coping style) showed a significant 
interaction term, which operated as a stress-enhancer on psychosomatic complaints, rather 
than as a stress-buffer. In addition, only three emotion-focused coping styles (Self- 
Controlling, Accepting Responsibility and Escape-Avoidance) had significant main effects. 
However, whereas Accepting Responsibility and Escape-Avoidance were related to 
decreased psychosomatic complaints, Self-Controlling was related to increased 
psychosomatic complaints. However, only Self-Controlling and Escape-Avoidance 
showed significant main effects on psychosomatic complaints independently of the level 
of job stress. 
With the job stressor related to "Work-Overload" only two emotion-focused coping modes 
(Accepting Responsibility & Escape-Avoidance) showed significant interaction effects, 
which operated as stress-enhancers. In addition, only Self-Controlling, Accepting 
Responsibility and Escape-Avoidance showed significant main effects. All of which were 
related to decreased psychosomatic complaints. However, only Self-Controlling had a 
significant main effect on psychosomatic complaints independently of the level of job 
stress. 
With the job stressor related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", except for 
Confrontive Coping and Escape-Avoidance, all the remaining six coping styles showed 
329 
significant interaction terms (Positive Reappraisal, Planful Problem Solving, Self- 
Controlling, Accepting responsibility, Seeking Social Support and Distancing, 
respectively). All of which operated as classic stress-buffers. In addition, only 
Confrontive Coping, Accepting Responsibility and Escape-Avoidance showed significant 
main effects, which were related to increased psychosomatic complaints. However, only 
Confrontive Coping and Escape-Avoidance had a significant main effect on psychosomatic 
complaints independently of the level of job stress. 
Thus, consistent with Aldwin and Revenson (1987) findings main effects were found only 
for emotion-focused coping styles and not for problem-focused coping styles. However, 
contrary to their findings, interactions were also found for some emotion-focused coping 
modes with all job stressors, but a few interactions were also found for problem-focused 
coping modes with two job stressors. 
If interactions reflect situational constraints or interactions of person-by-situation (Aldwin 
& Revenson, 1987), then supervisors appear to approach job stressors related to 
"Interpersonal Relations" rather actively or aggressively, in that they are addressed with 
problem-focused coping styles (Planful Problem Solving & Confrontive Coping), rather 
than through Escape-Avoidance coping, which is generally thought to provide escape from 
the emotional consequences of job stressors. This is consistent with Aldwin & Revenson 
(1987) and with Folkman and Lazarus (1980) and Folkman (1982) findings that work also 
elicits problem-focused coping modes. However, contrary to this, work environment 
constraints were also found to influence the use of emotion-focused coping styles. In fact, 
with two job stressors ("Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" and "Work- 
Overload") significant interactions were found only with emotion-focused coping styles. 
This finding appears to be consistent with Pearlin and Schooler's (1978) contention about 
emotion-focused coping and job stressors, perhaps because these job stressors were 
perceived as less modifiable (Folkman, 1982). 
These results also revealed that, the stress-buffering effect for both problem- and emotion- 
focused coping, was only operative with the job stressor related to "Environment & 
Social-Work Conditions. This may be due to the fact that this job stressor may have been 
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the only one, out of the five, that was perceived by supervisors as under their control. 
Hence, Interpersonal job stressors may be the only ones to elicit problem-focused coping 
modes (Folkman, 1982), since they may be appraised as controllable. However, 
consistent with previous research, "direct action to reduce/ eliminate stressors" is 
ineffective when the stressor is uncontrollable (Caplan, Naidu & Tripathi, 1984; Felton, 
Revenson & Hinrichsen, 1984). 
Although, most of the job stressors for supervisors did not appear to make significant 
contributions to the variance in psychosomatic complaints, this stress-enhancing effect is 
also consistent with Howard, Rechnitzer and Cunningham's (1975) study, which reported 
increases in distress among workers who attempted to alter or control stressful work 
situations. 
It has also been argued that the most efficient coping modes for reducing distress in work 
settings, are those which increase the distance between the worker and the stressor (e. g., 
Murphy, 1985), i. e., emotion-focused coping modes. However, this may not always be 
true for all types of emotion-focused coping, and it may also depend on the type of job 
stressor under investigation, as well as on the individual. For example, we found that 
Accepting Responsibility, was the only emotion-focused coping style that interacted with 
all job stressors to increase psychosomatic complaints, except with the job stressor related 
to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", where it operated as a stress-buffer. This 
significant interaction may be due to the fact that supervisors are expected to "acknowlege 
(their) role in the problem with a concomitant theme of trying to put things right". In 
other words, they are responsible for whatever happens on the shop floor and for the work 
and well-being of the people under their supervision. However, with perceived 
unchangeable or uncontrollable job stressors, it is not surprising to find this and other 
coping styles to operate as stress-enhancers on psychosomatic complaints. Several 
researchers have pointed out that even individuals with an internal locus of control (who 
unlike externals, tend to discriminate the specific nature of the demands and focused their 
coping efforts on a limited number of appropriate strategies, Parkes, 1984), would not 
experience less distress in certain work settings, through their attempt to control job 
stressors (Menaghan & Merves, 1984; Needle, Griffin & Svendsen, 1981; Pearlin & 
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Schooler, 1978). In support of this, Krause and Stryker (1984) found that extreme 
internals fare no better than extreme or moderate externals upon exposure to 
uncontrollable stressors such as unemployment, age discrimination, inability to keep up 
the job pace, and increased job pressure. 
The stress-enhancing effect on psychosomatic complaints, by Seeking Social Support with 
the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation", 
appears to be consistent with Kaufmann & Beehr (1986) study and with others who 
reported a stress-enhancing effect of social support on stress reactions (eg., Abdel-Halim, 
1982; Winnubst et al., 1982). For example, Kaufmann & Beehr found that, supervisors, 
co-workers and extra-organisational "tangible" (tangible help with stressors), "emotional" 
(empathy and caring), and instrumental support, interacted with workload and and future 
ambiguity to predict strain reactions. In addition, they found that supervisors tangible and 
instrumental support had a smaller interaction term with workload and future ambiguity 
to predict absenteeism. Although, we found a similar interaction effect for a different job 
stress measure, it may be as proposed by them, that any interaction with a source of 
stress, as well as the content of the supportive communication, may be stressful in itself. 
This is also consistent with Edwards (1988) argument that certain types of coping in itself 
could be a source of stress. Whether this effect on health complaints is distinct from the 
effects of the stressful experience on health complaints, is a matter for future research. 
Furthermore, our findings may also support the alternative causal interpretations that are 
made possible with this type of methodology. That is, rather than fitting with the 
proactive view of employees seeking social support when job stressors are related to 
symptoms (given that this job stressor is unrelated to psychosomatic ill-health), it seems 
to fit with the alternative view that certain stressors lead to psychosomatic complaints as 
a result of employees receiving or seeking social support. A longitudinal study would be 
required to test more adequately this proposition. 
The moderating-effects of Social Support have not been consistent. Other studies have 
confirmed the stress-buffering effects of Social Support (eg., Gore, 1978; LaRocco et al., 
1980; Winnubst et al., 1982; Karasek et al., 1982). Consistent with these studies, our 
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results also revealed a stress-buffering effect of Seeking Social Support with the job 
stressor related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions". Meaning that the presence 
of these job stressors do not lead to negative outcomes or leads to less negative outcomes. 
As proposed by Steptoe (1991), it seems that the buffering-effects of social support are 
probably more commonly identified when measures focus on the perceived availability and 
adequacy of social resources. With respect to the demonstration of main and buffering 
effects, Cohen and Wills (1985) also concluded that "evidence for a buffering model is 
found when the social support measure assesses the perceived availability of interpersonal 
resources". Main effects, however, are found, "when the support measure assess a 
person's degree of integration in a social network". Steptoe's (1991) review of several 
studies indicate that, social support may have both direct and buffering-effects on 
physiological processes that may influence health. However, he also points out that, 
differences between findings probably relate to the specific situations in which patterns are 
investigated. 
Consistent with previous findings that have found that Social Support is negatively related 
to several stress reactions (eg., Jayaratne & Chess, 1984; Ganster et al., 1986; Chrisholm 
et al., 1986), our findings also revealed that seeking social support had a direct effect on 
psychosomatic complaints, but only when equated with "Interpersonal Relations with 
Superiors & Organisation". Although, this main effect was conditional upon the job 
stressor, it also seems to indicate that social support may at times directly reduce 
psychosomatic complaints. 
Thus, besides being dependent on the type of stressful encounter, perceived availability 
of interpersonal resources and degree of integration in a social network, the effects of 
social support according to Caldwell, Pearson and Chin (1987), may also depend on the 
type of social support measure, psychological adjustment measure, and the individual's 
control beliefs and gender. For example, these authors found that locus of control beliefs 
did not affect the impact of stress on symptom formation for women, but it did have an 
effect for men. Internal men were more likely to develop psychosomatic health symptoms 
when exposed to stressors, whereas external men were more likely to become depressed. 
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Social support was also found to have the least effect on adjustment among external men. 
Krause (1987) in a longitudinal study also found that social support buffered the effects 
of stress (especially life stress) by bolstering locus of control beliefs. Others studies (eg., 
Fusilier et al., 1987) also found that locus of control and social support jointly determine 
how workers respond to job stressors. Cummins (1989) reached similar conclusions, that 
is: "the buffering effect of social support may be applicable to job stress only when that 
support is content specific (issues at work) and individuals receiving such support believe 
they can impact their outcomes (internals on locus of control)". 
Although, interactions between social support and other variables may help clarify the 
stress-moderating effects of social support, this could not be addressed with the present 
data, and so the explanation for the stress moderating effects of this coping style is a 
potentially fruitful avenue for future research. Moreover, given that various and different 
definitions are used in the research literature on social support (House, 1981), it is not 
always easy to compare research findings. Therefore, it could also be fruitful in future 
research, to distinguish between "seeking" and "receiving" social support, even if they 
appear to be related. 
The small, but significant stress-enhancing effect of Escape-Avoidance coping on 
psychosomatic complaints, with the job stressor related to "Work-Overload" is not 
surprising, given the nature of this job stressor. Although, this result does not appear to 
be consistent with previous research findings that have found direct effects for this coping 
strategy, it appears to be consistent with findings that found Escape-Avoidance coping to 
be related to increased psychological symptoms (Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen & DeLongis, 
1986; Vitaliano, Russo, Carr, Maiuro & Becker, 1985; Vitaliano, Katon & Russo, et al., 
1987; Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Billings & Moos, 1981; 1984; Smith, L. W. et al. 
(1990). On the other hand, this single and small interaction, may have been due to 
counfounding factors, such as prior psychosomatic health. 
It seems more likely that, as proposed by Aldwin and Revenson (1987), how one deals 
with emotions in a stressful situation may be more a function of an individuals personality 
than of the situation. Consistent with this, our results indicate that Escape-Avoidance on 
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all five situations, had a significant direct main effect on psychosomatic complaints. 
However, in most stressful situations, except when equated with the job stressor related 
to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", Escape-Avoidance had a significant 
ameliorating effect on psychosomatic complaints. This nevertheless, seems to be 
consistent with Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) argument that Escape-Avoidance is not 
always maladaptive. 
The difficulty with this interpretation and others already made in this study, is again the 
issue of cause and effect, which cannot be resolved with confidence, due to the cross- 
sectional design of this study. Thus, only hypotheses about the issue of coping 
effectiveness can be suggested. 
Coping Effectiveness: Job Satisfaction 
When the two mechanisms through which both coping functions can affect job 
dissatisfaction (ie., main effects model and interaction effects model), were examined for 
supervisors, the data suggests that even with a small number of cases, both models were 
operative, depending on the type of job stressor, rather than the type of coping function. 
Both problem- and emotion-focused coping had a significant stress-buffering effect on job 
dissatisfaction with the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors 
& Organisation", and a smaller, but significant stress-enhancing effect with the job 
stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers". Finally, only emotion- 
focused coping was found to interact with the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics 
and Promotion Opportunities", to produce a classic stress-buffering effect on job 
dissatisfaction. Small, but significant main effects were also found for both functions, 
only when equated with the job stressor related to "Work-Overload", which were related 
to increased job dissatisfaction. No significant main effects or interactions were found on 
job dissatisfaction, for both functions with the job stressor related to "Environment & 
Social-Work Conditions". 
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When the two mechanisms through which the subvarieties of coping styles can affect job 
dissatisfaction (ie., main effects model and interaction effects model), were examined for 
supervisors, the data suggests that both models were operative. 
With the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" 
both problem-focused coping styles (Planful Problem Solving & Confrontive Coping, 
respectively) and four of the six emotion-focused coping styles (Positive Reappraisal, Self- 
Controlling, Distancing & Escape-Avoidance, respectively) had a significant interaction 
effect, which operated as a classic stress-buffering effect on job dissatisfaction. In 
addition, only Accepting Responsibility had a significant main effect, which was related 
to increased job dissatisfaction. 
With the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" both 
problem-focused coping styles (Confrontive Coping & Planful Problem Solving, 
respectively) and five of the six emotion-focused coping styles (Distancing, Self- 
Controlling, Accepting Responsibility, Escape-Avoidance & Seeking Social Support, 
respectively), had a significant interaction effect on job dissatisfaction, which operated as 
a stress-enhancer, rather than a stress-buffer. In addition, only Accepting Responsibility 
had a small, but significant "conditional" main effect, which was related to decreased job 
dissatisfaction. 
With the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" only 
Positive Reappraisal & Self-Controlling, respectively, had a small but significant 
interaction effect on job dissatisfaction, which operated as a classic stress-buffer. In 
addition, only Positive Reappraisal had a small but significant "conditional" main effect, 
which was related to increased job dissatisfaction. Perhaps also at the expense of 
decreasing the impact of this job stressor on job dissatisfaction. 
With the job stressor related to "Work-Overload" only Positive Reappraisal had a 
significant interaction effect on job dissatisfaction, which operated as a classic stress- 
buffer. In addition, significant main effects were found for Accepting Responsibility, 
Planful Problem Solving, and a "conditional" main effect by Positive Reappraisal on job 
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dissatisfaction. However, only the main effect of Accepting Responsibility was related 
to a decrease in job dissatisfaction. 
The job stressor related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", Planful Problem 
Solving and five of the six emotion-focused coping styles (Positive Reappraisal, Self- 
Controlling, Accepting Responsibility, Seeking Social Support and Distancing) had 
significant interaction effects on job dissatisfaction. All of these operate as classic stress- 
buffering effects. In addition, a significant main effect was found for Escape-Avoidance, 
and "conditional" main effects were found for Self-Controlling, and Accepting 
Responsibility. All of which were related to increased job dissatisfaction. 
On the whole, concerning the role of problem-focused coping styles, more indications 
were found for interactive effects than main effects on job dissatisfaction. This, and the 
fact that the direct effects observed were only found for emotion-focused coping styles, 
appears to support Aldwin and Revenson (1987) findings. The fact that, problem-focused 
coping (Planful Problem Solving) was also found to have a small, but significant main 
effect on job dissatisfaction when equated with "Work-Overload", might have been due 
to confounding factors, such as prior job dissatisfaction. 
Moreover, given that significant interactions were found for both problem- and emotion- 
focused coping, suggests that supervisors rely on both forms of coping and their 
subvarieties in managing the demands of stressful encounters at work. This is also 
consistent with other studies (eg., Baum, Fleming and Singer, 1983; McCrae, 1982). 
Thus, as recommended by Folkman and Lazarus (1984; 1988c) a full understanding of 
coping, therefore, requires that both functions be considered, as well as their subvarieties. 
The results also revealed that the interaction effects of problem-focused coping styles were 
only operative with stressors related to interpersonal Relations. This appears to be 
consistent with Folkman's (1982) argument that the more interpersonal problems at work, 
the more frequent use of coping directed at changing the situation. 
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However, the stress-enhancing effect of Problem-focused coping with the stressor related 
to "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers", perhaps indicates that perceived 
inefficacy of a coping style is more important than the use of those coping styles per se. 
That is, whether or not coping is successful in reducing stress may well depend on 
whether or not it facilitated an amiable solution (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987). 
Supervisors may have to employ direct modes of coping to handle customers' problems 
(eg., complaints) in an attempt to prevent work related stressors. By the same token, they 
may attempt to distance themselves from the emotional consequences of these job 
stressors, by Accepting Responsibility, Self-Controlling, Escape-Avoidance or 
Detachement. However, this might not always be effective if they still perceive that the 
customers to be unappreciative of their efforts, regardless of whether or not they handle 
the situation well. Attempts to directly cope with these work problems (Confrontive 
Coping), and with the emotional distress of the situation (Accepting Responsibility) have 
been found in our previous analysis to increase psychosomatic complaints. Although, 
more interaction effects were found on job dissatisfaction, they too appear to indicate a 
stress-enhancing effect. 
Perhaps it would be fruitful to include a measure of self-efficacy in an attempt to examine 
the effectiveness of coping modes. In addition, a distinction should also be made between 
the effects of coping with the stressors produced by customers and of the effects of coping 
with the actual nature of the customers' problems. 
Moreover, it has also been suggested that, in answering the question of effectiveness of 
certain coping modes, a distinction has to be made between short- and long-term effects 
(according to Schreurs et al., 1984, as cited in Boumans & Landeweerd, 1990). Thus, 
coping modes that may appear to have stress-buffering effects in the short-term on job 
dissatisfaction and psychosomatic complaints, may appear to have no effect or a stress- 
enhancing effect in the long-term. Although, both these variables are indicative of long- 
term effects, perhaps if one had controlled for prior psychosomatic complaints and prior 
job dissatisfaction, fewer buffering effects or indeed interactions would have been found. 
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Following Folkman and Lazarus (1980) argument that problem-focused forms of coping 
are more likely to be used if the outcome of an encounter is appraised as amenable to 
change, whereas emotion-focused forms of coping are more likely if the outcome is 
appraised as unchangeable, it was not surprising to find that only emotion-focused forms 
of coping, in particular Positive Reappraisal interacted with the job stressors related to 
"Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" and "Work-Overload". According to 
Folkman and Lazarus (1988b) Positive Reappraisal "comes into play at the outcome stage 
of an encounter". They reported two studies (Bulman & Wortman, 1977; Silver & 
Wortman, 1980) that found that in an attempt to come to terms with the effects of severe 
life events, Positive Reappraisal generated benefit emotions such as, pride and satisfaction, 
and may reduce harm emotions such as anger and sadness. Consistent with these studies, 
it appears that the inability of supervisors to directly control the effects of these job 
stressors, led them to successfully reduce the effects of these job stressors by employing 
Positive Reappraisal techniques or "efforts to create positive meaning by focusing on 
personal growth" . 
Overall these results appear to indicate that coping effectiveness depends not only on the 
type of coping involved but also on the nature of the stressful situation and outcomes. 
Inconsistent results in the literature of stress-moderating effects of coping may be related 
to the specific situations in which patterns are investigated as well as to the different 
measures employed. As pointed out by Cronkite and Moos (1984) "inconsistencies may 
reflect the need to (1) develop more refined conceptualizations and assessments of 
concepts; (2) identify the conditions under which moderating factors have stress-buffering/ 
enhancing effects; (3) specify the distinctions in the varied measures of these moderators 
so as to tease out confounding factors (Thoits, 1980), and (4) reach a common 
understanding of appropriate methods for testing hypothesized stress-buffering effects 
(Cleary & Kessler, 1982; Finney et al., 1984). 
Several studies have reported that coping responses are influenced not only by situational 
factors but also by several personal factors, such as personality, gender, age, motivation, 
beliefs, experience, cognitive style and abilities, to name a few. The relationship between 
some of these variables and coping have already shed some light on how some individuals 
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respond to stressors and why some individuals employ less effective coping strategies than 
others (eg., Bolger, 1990). In the next chapter the effects of neuroticism on the 
relationship between these stressors and the two outcome variables will be examined. 
However, the relationship between many of these personal, social, situational variables 
and coping styles, and their moderating effects should be examined in future studies. 
Moreover, future research should also attempt to investigate the effectiveness of 
employing a variety of coping styles or efforts to a specific-stressful situation, as opposed 
to investigating only the moderating-effects of any single coping response. Finally, 
attempts to identify the effectiveness of different coping styles and coping efforts across 
time as well as across specific-situations, are needed. This seems to be important because 
the stress-moderating effects of some coping modes may vary in the course of the 
stressful-situation or series of situations. Moreover, continuos transactions with the 
stressor, in particular if they are chronic or repetitious like some job stressors may alter 
the resource itself. For example, feelings of personal control may increase when coping 
is successful and decrease when coping is unsuccessful (Cohen & Edwards, 1989). In 
addition, different coping styles may be more appropriate at different phases of the 
stressful situation (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
The percentage of significant interactions found in our study for supervisors, for both 
psychosomatic complaints (20 out of 50, or 40%) and job dissatisfaction (21 out of 50 or 
42%) is comparatively higher than the percentages found in other research studies, 
reviewed by Cohen and Edwards (1989). However, this analysis would also have been 
criticised by these authors for, for example, not controlling for low or no stress variables. 
Thus, making it difficult to determine with confidence whether the effects of these coping 
styles occur only under stress. 
The Relationships between Job Stressors & Coping Styles: 
Due to the cross-sectional design of this study the interpretative dilemma surrounding the 
issue of cause and effect cannot be currently resolved. Nevertheless, some hypothesis 
regarding the relationship between job stressors and coping styles can be suggested. 
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For supervisors, no associations were found between the job stressor related to "Job 
Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" and problem- or emotion-focused coping 
functions. However, when their subvarieties were examined, only Escape-Avoidance, 
Distancing and Self-Controlling coping styles had a small but significant association with 
this job stressor, which appeared to be related to increased job stress. 
With respect to problem-focused coping, only small associations were found with the job 
stressors related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions" and "Work-Overload", 
which were related to increased job stress. When the subvarieties of problem-focused 
coping were examined, only Confrontive Coping was slightly associated with increased 
job stress related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions". However, both Planful 
Problem Solving and Confrontive Coping were associated with slightly increased job stress 
related to "Work-Overload", and to an even lesser extent, Confrontive Coping was 
associated with increased job stress related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and 
Organisation" . 
On the other hand, emotion-focused coping styles appear to have the highest associations 
with these job stressors. In particular, with "Work-Overload", and to a lesser extent with 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and "Environment & Social-Work 
Conditions"; all of which appear to be associated with increased job stress. However, as 
with problem-focused coping function, no associations were found between emotion- 
focused coping function and the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion 
Opportunities". 
However, when the subvarieties of emotion-focused coping function were examined, only 
Escape-Avoidance had a slight but significant increased effect on the job stressor related 
to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & Organisation" and with "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers". A smaller but significant increased effect on the job 
stressor related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" was also observed by 
Escape-Avoidance and Distancing. With the job stressor related to "Work-Overload", 
however, all eight coping styles, in particular Escape-Avoidance and Self-Controlling, had 
a significantly increased effect on this job stressor. Finally, of the emotion-focused 
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coping functions, only Escape-Avoidance and Self-Controlling, respectively, had a 
significant increased effect on the job stressor related to "Environment and Social-Work 
Conditions". 
These results appear to indicate that not all coping styles were associated with the job 
stressors, but those that were, had a significant increased effect on the stress related to the 
job stressor. This was particularly true for Escape-Avoidance coping. On the other hand, 
given the cross-section design of this study, this could also indicate that these coping 
styles were the most often employed to deal with these job stressors. However, in the 
absence of definite conclusions that Escape-Avoidance coping style in particular, was 
effective, these coping styles appear primarily to be a source of stress. Even if at times 
the impact of the stressful event appears to have a buffering effect. For example, on the 
relationship between "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and Organisation" job 
dissatisfaction. 
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22.0 INTERACTION EFFECTS OF 
NEUROTICISM 
Understanding the influence of job stressors on health complaints and job dissatisfaction 
is further complicated by the role of several individual differences which relate both to 
job stressors and to outcome levels. This study has already looked at the influence of 
coping styles. However, in an attempt to look at individual differences more fully, the 
effects of neuroticism on the job stressor-job outcomes relationship were also investigated 
independently for sales assistants (section 22.1) and supervisors (section 22.2). 
Neuroticism has been defined by Costa & McCrae (1985b, 1987) as a broad dimension 
of individual differences and a major domain of personality that contrast adjustment or 
emotional stability with maladjustment or the tendency to experience negative, distressing 
emotions. In addition to a susceptibility to psychological distress, neuroticism is also 
associated with behavioural and cognitive traits, such as fearfulness, irritability, anger, 
sadness, low self-esteem, social anxiety, poor inhibition of impulses, helplessness, 
inability to control cravings and urges, unrealistic ideas and inefficient ways of coping 
with stress. Watson & Clark (1984) refer to this personality domain as negative 
affectivity or negative emotionality. Similar descriptions have also been given by Eysenck 
& Eysenck (1975; 1985). 
Historically, the term has been linked to the psychiatric term labelled as neuroses, and it 
is believed that individuals suffering from anxiety disorders, minor depression or some 
forms of psychopathology would score high on measures of neuroticism. 
However, Costa & McCrae (1987) argue that neuroticism must be distinguished from 
episodes of depression or periods of stress-related anxiety, because individual differences 
in neuroticism are quite stable, and mean levels neither increase or decrease appreciable 
with age in adulthood (Costa, McCrae et al, 1986). Moreover, neuroticism refers, 
according to Costa & McCrae (1987), "to a chronic condition of irritability and distress- 
proneness which is relatively independent of objective conditions. They refer to a 7-year 
longitudinal study by Ormel (1983), in a Dutch sample, where he found that 
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"improvement or deterioration of a person's life-situation did not exert a marked effect 
on neuroticism". 
The nature and interpretation of the association between Neuroticism and self-reported 
health is ambiguous. The psychosomatic researchers view is that neuroticism is not only 
implicated in virtually every kind of illness, it is also a more potent determinant of health 
status than age, for example. Another alternative, is that illness of any kind leads to 
increases in neuroticism. However, Costa & McCrae (1985a) argue against this 
possibility, because illness tends to increase with age and Neuroticism has been shown to 
be a stable personality trait. Moreover, even if some studies have shown that acute illness 
or recent diagnoses can affect anxiety or depression measures (eg. Wood, Ellis, Schultz 
& Pence, 1979), most individuals adapt relatively quickly to medical conditions without 
marked changes in personality or adjustment (Brickman, Coates & Jaroff-Bulman, 1978; 
Costa, McCrae, Andres & Tobin, 1980). 
Ormel & Wohlfarth (1991) refer to an extensive number of studies that show that 
neuroticism is associated with life events and chronic stress measures, and that both 
neuroticism and life stress are associated with psychological distress. However, there is 
evidence to suggest that correlations are overestimated due to the reliance on subjective 
measures (Schroeder & Costa, 1984; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989), and well-controlled 
studies with objective indicators of health status are relatively rare (Costa & McCrae, 
1987). 
Even if, as some researchers believe, personality has an independent causal role in the 
progression (and probably development) of disease (Friedman, 1990), the literature 
pertaining to personality and health indicates that the relationship between these variables 
is highly complex and that numerous variables are involved in the disease process. Stress, 
life-style, personality, environmental factors, immune reactions, viruses and behavioural 
variables have all been noted to contribute to the disease process (Eysenck, 1985). 
According to Costa and McCrae (1987), neuroticism is "intimately linked to health 
perceptions and behaviours". Thus, they go on to argue, associations between health 
outcomes and neuroticism must be "artifacts", because neuroticism is related to somatic 
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concerns and health care seeking behaviour, and is not a causal agent in the development 
of for example, coronary disease. That is, anxious, irritable individuals seek out and 
amplify bodily sensations, interpreting them as signs of illness, whereas the emotionally 
stable individuals ignore signs or interpret them as benign physiological events. Further, 
neuroticism is indirectly related to health through a variety of maladaptive behaviours. 
Keehn et al (1974) showed that homicides as well as suicides and accidental deaths were 
higher in diagnosed psychoneurotics. Less directly, neuroticism is associated with poor 
health habits (Costa & McCrae, 1987). Smokers are likely to be higher in neuroticism 
than non-smokers (McCrae, Costa & Bosse, 1978), and neuroticism is also correlated with 
alcoholism (Conley, 1985) and with alcoholism related mortality (Keehn et al., 1974). 
As if to compensate for these unhealthy behaviours, individuals with a high neuroticism 
score are more likely to visit physicians (Berglund et al, 1975). However, unnecessary 
visits may lead to the individual being classified as hypochondriac (Costa & McCrae, 
1987). 
In general, according to the summary review of studies by Wistow et al (1990), there 
seems to be strong evidence in support of a positive relationship between neuroticism and 
cardiovascular disease, and a clear negative relationship between cancer and neuroticism. 
However, the causal processes underlying the cross-sectional associations are still unclear 
(Henderson, 1988). Moreover, the reason why individuals who score high on neuroticism 
have a tendency to experience distress remains unclear. Similarly, it is not known how 
this enduring disposition to become distressed comes about. Speculations about biological 
etiology have been entertained. Eysenck (1988) suggested that personality relationships 
are mediated by hormones and peptides (ACTH and cortisol) in the immune system. 
which in turn directly leads to disease. However, environmental factors may also play 
a role in influencing changes in this trait (Watson & Clark, 1984). 
Thus, many of the direct effects observed on distress by neuroticism, may be in fact the 
result of indirect effects acting through mechanisms that were not identified and variables 
that were not measured. Moreover, according to Eysenck (1985), much of the ambiguity 
in research lie on the fact, that the terms cardiovascular disease and cancer encompass a 
wide range of diseases, and it is not possible to predict specific types of cancer or 
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cardiovascular disease from all personality dimensions (eg. extraversion). Wistow et al 
(1990), found support for Eysenck' theory that neuroticism was negatively related to 
cancer, but a positive relationship was found between neuroticism, stress-related symptoms 
and cardiovascular disease, even if they accounted for only a small proportion of the 
explained variance. However, they found no support for the hypothesized relationships 
of psychoticism and extraversion to cardiovascular disease or to cancer, which they 
explained to be due to the global nature of these diseases. 
In a more recent study, Ormel & Wohlfarth (1991), attempted to overcome previous 
research shortcomings by: considering simultaneously neuroticism, long-term-difficulties 
(ie. distinguishing, stress entirely due to external circumstances and stress particularly 
attributable to the person) and life- situation-change, on psychological distress, in a 
longitudinal design; by substituting self-reported measures for interviewed based measures 
of psychological distress; and by obtaining neuroticism scores 6-7 years prior to the 
measures of psychological distress. Their most salient finding was a "strong direct effect" 
of neuroticism on psychological distress, in particular because neuroticism was measured 
6-7 years prior to assessment of psychological distress, which were much strong than the 
direct effects of long-term-difficulties and life-situation-change. They explained this effect 
as being perhaps due to either: (1) a response bias; (2) or because those high on 
neuroticism tend to experience more distress across time regardless of the situation; (3) 
or perhaps due to indirect or direct effects of unidentified variables. Neuroticism was also 
found to have a "moderate indirect effect" on psychosomatic distress, through 
"endogenous long-term-difficulties" or stress entirely due to external circumstances, and 
a weak, statistically non-significant, "modifier effect" on the relationship between life- 
situation-change and psychosomatic distress. They argued that the latter result may 
suggest that individuals high on neuroticism are more likely to create or be involved in 
social environments in which long-term-difficulties are relatively frequent. Whereas the 
former result, or the weak modifier effect of neuroticism on the relationship between life- 
situation-changes and psychological distress, was explained in the light that individuals 
who score high on neuroticism, might either: (1) perceive the same events as being more 
demanding and threatening than individuals low on neuroticism; (2) or perhaps because 
neuroticism may reflect differential psychobiological reactivity to stressors; (3) or as 
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McCrae & Costa (1986) and others have found, neuroticism may be negatively related to 
the adequacy of actual coping with events and hassles. 
According to these authors, their study demonstrated that "more than two thirds of the 
stability in distress over a year is accounted for by the direct and indirect effects of 
neuroticism and long-term-difficulties". Their study yields three major findings: First, 
"Temperamental dispositions seem more powerful than environmental factors in predicting 
psychological distress"; secondly, "neuroticism and, to a lesser extent, long-term- 
difficulties are powerful determinants of high levels of psychological distress over 
protracted periods of time"; and thirdly, "a substantial proportion of the correlation 
betweeI) ndogenous long-term-difficulties, life-situation-change, and psychological distress 
can be 
lattributed 
to the confounding effects of earlier neuroticism". 
On the other hand, Cohen & Edwards (1989) argue that there is little convincing evidence 
that personality factors, except perhaps in the case of generalized internal locus of control, 
operate as stress buffers or moderators. Cohen and Edwards (1989) believe that stress 
buffering or moderating roles of personality or coping on outcome, can only be identified 
and distinguished from main effects when they are studied under high and low (or no) 
stress conditions. However, according to Steptoe (1991), this is not true of investigations 
that involve psychological responses as endpoints, because these studies rarely omit 
baseline or control conditions against which reactions to mental stress are assessed. 
However, others might argue that cutoff points on underlying dimensions of stress, 
distress, etc., are arbitrary, and sources of stress or psychological distress are of interest 
in their own right (eg. Ormel & Wohlfarth, 1991). Besides, there are statistical 
procedures such as hierarchical multiple regression analysis, that incorporate a product 
term, and make better use of continuous variables than previous methods (Cohen & 
Cohen, 1983). Thus, one could also argue that if one dichotomizes variables into low and 
high conditions, the strength of a continuous variable, is lost in the process. 
In another recent study, without having to arbitrarily dichotomise variables, Hotard et al 
(1989) found that not only was extraversion a powerful predictor of subjective well-being, 
which is consistent with previous research (Costa & McCrae, 1980; Emmons & Diener, 
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1985; and Wilson, 1967), they also found that the role that social relationships 
(acquaintances, friends and significant others) play in subjective well-being may depend 
on one's level of extraversion. That is, social relations interact with extraversion, 
indicating that the number of social relationships appears to be more strongly predictive 
of subjective well-being for introverted people than for extroverted individuals. Highly 
extroverted people tended to have high subjective well-being regardless of the number of 
social relationships. Only introverted people with poor social relationships had relatively 
low subjective well-being. In a second study, again of first year college students, they 
found a negative coefficient for the interaction between extraversion and social 
relationships, reflecting the fact that social relationships are more predictive of subjective 
well-being for introverted people than extroverted people. In addition, they found a small 
but significant non linear positive interaction between extraversion and neuroticism, on 
subjective well-being. They concluded that low subjective well-being is mainly a neurotic 
introverted characteristic. Neurotic extroverted individuals, along with non-neurotic 
introverted and extroverted individuals, all were found to report relatively high subjective 
well-being. In a replication study using Beck's Depression Inventory scores, the same 
pattern of results emerged. However, their data did not support the finding that 
introverted people with low social relationship scores report markedly low subjective well- 
being, because they argue that these individuals are primarily neurotic introverts. 
Hotard et al study, seems to clearly indicate that an individuals' well-being is dependent 
on the individuals' personality, and that personality dimensions interact with the number 
of social relationships to predict subjective well-being. It is therefore, quite possible that 
other variables, such as job satisfaction, may may also be dependent on personality 
dimensions and that personality dimensions may interact with a number of specific 
stressful situations, to predict not only subjective well-being, but also job satisfaction. On 
the other hand, as Payne's (1988) review of moderators of the job stress-outcome 
relationship suggests, very few studies in occupational stress have included measures of 
negative affectivity/neuroticism/trait anxiety, perhaps because such measures correlate 
highly with measures of strain, and hence may not act as moderators, especially when 
measures of stress are also self-reports. 
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It was hypothesized that: 
First, given the inadequate coping strategies of high Neuroticism individuals, high 
Neuroticism scores may evoke various job specific stressors (path "a"), which in turn may 
influence outcomes. 
Secondly, although Neuroticism may be closely linked to "stressors" and has been shown 
to be related to several outcome variables, we still anticipated that high neuroticism may 
change the meaning of even low job stressors, and thus to significantly interact with each 
job-specific stressor to exacerbate or enhance the relationship between a job stressor and 
psychosomatic ill-health or/and job dissatisfaction. That is, it is assumed that this 
modifying or interactive potential effect of Neuroticism is similar to that moderating role 
of coping behaviour, but in the opposite direction. 
22.1 SALES ASSISTANTS 
(i) Neuroticism as an Exacerbator of the Job Stressor - Psychosomatic Health 
Relationship: 
Table 22.1.1, presents the results of 4 hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportional of variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to four 
Job-Specific stressors, Neuroticism, and the interaction effect of each of these job 
stressors with neuroticism (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that out of the four possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the ß3 coefficient, did not yield a significant interaction. The total 
explained variance for these equations only ranged from 29 % to 35 %. 
In the absence of interaction effects, the results however revealed significant main-effects 
for all four job stressors and neuroticism. All main effects were related to increased 
psychosomatic ill-health, except for the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship 
with Superiors". Preceived job stress related to "Organisational Climate & Structure" and 
"Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunity", accounted for a weak percentage of the 
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variance in psychosomatic complaints, but also for the highest (7 % and 6 %, respectively). 
Perceived job stress related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" accounted for the lowest percentage of 
variance in psychosomatic complaints (3% each). The amount of increased variance in 
psychosomatic ill-health accounted by Neuroticism was significantly higher than for any 
of the job stressors. The moderately high, but similar increment sizes for Neuroticism 
ranged from 26 % when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" to 28 % 
when equated with "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" or when equated with 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors". 
TABLE 22.1.1 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (4), NEUROTICISM and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N = 135) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
VARIABLES: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in R' 
F teat on 
increment ß 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 19 . 03 . 03 4.85* -. 
003 
Neuroticism (T) . 54 . 32 . 28 55.35*** . 
252 
AxT . 56 . 
33 
. 
01 1.27 . 341 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 27 . 07 . 07 10.43** . 074 
Neuroticism (T) . 54 . 34 . 27 53.44*** . 249 
BxT . 58 . 35 . 01 1.21 . 326 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 24 . 06 . 06 8.23** . 114 
Neuroticism (T) . 54 . 33 . 28 55.04*** . 381 
CxT . 56 . 34 . 00 . 46 . 181 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 17 . 03 . 03 
4.00* . 001 
Neuroticism (T) . 53 . 29 . 26 48.21*** . 
360 
DxT . 51 . 29 . 00 . 66 . 
203 
*P s . 05 **P s . 
01 ***P s . 001 
Overall, neuroticism had a much greater effect on psychosomatic ill-health than any of the 
job stressors for sales assistants, contributing to a much greater increase in variance. 
Nevertheless, this increase effect was not found to be sufficient for neuroticism to 
significantly interact with with any of the four job stressor, to produce a stress-enhancing 
effect on psychosomatic complaints, as predicted. Thus, Neuroticism direct effects on 
psychosomatic ill-health appear to be independent of the job stressor. 
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(ii) Predictive Effects of Neuroticism on each of the Four Job Stressor for Sales 
Assistants: 
Table 22.1.2, presents the results of four standard multiple regression analysis between 
neuroticism (IV) and each job stressor (DV), for sales assistants, to investigate path "a". 
The table shows that Neuroticism had a significant, but small association with all four job 
stressors, which was related to increased job stress. The proportion of explained variance 
in job stress accounted by Neuroticism ranged from only 1% for the job stressor related 
to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" to 5% for the job stressor related to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers". 
TABLE 22.1.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN NEUROTICISM & 
each JOB STRESSOR (4) for SALES ASSISTANTS (N=378) 
DEPENDENT VARIANLES: JOB STRESSORS 
PREDICTOR: NEUROTICISM r Rz F(Eqn. ) d. f. 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (DV) 
Neuroticism . 
13 
. 
02 6.51** (1,376) 
. 
130 
Organisational Climate and Structure (DV) 
Neuroticism . 
18 
. 03 13.35*** 
(1,376) 
. 
185 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities (DV) 
Neuroticism . 11 . 
01 4.39* (1,375) . 108 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (DV) 
Neuroticism . 22 . 05 19.59*** 
(1,374) 
. 223 
+P s . 05 **P s . 
01 ***P s . 001 
Consistent with previous research, neuroticism contributes significantly to the increased 
perception of job stress. Although, the nature and size of the effect was relatively small, 
these findings seem to indicate that to a small extent, sales assistants with high neuroticism 
scores are more susceptible to the perception of job stress, in particularly with respect to 
the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers". 
(iii) Neuroticism as an Exacerbator of the Job Stressor - Job Dissatisfaction 
Relationship: 
Table 22.1.3, presents the results of four hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportional of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to four Job- 
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Specific stressors, Neuroticism and the interaction effect of each of these job stressors 
with neuroticism (IVs), for sales assistants. 
The results indicate that out of the four possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the 03 coefficient, did not yield a significant interaction. The total 
explained variance for these equations ranged from only 11 % to 27%. 
In the absence of interaction effects, the results however revealed significant main-effects 
for all four job stressors and Neuroticism, which were related to increased job 
dissatisfaction. The proportion of explained variance in job dissatisfaction, accounted by 
perceived job stress, ranged from 7% for "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers"; 
14% for "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors"; 23% for "Job Characteristics & 
Promotion Opportunities"; to 24% for "Organisational Structure & Climate". 
TABLE 22.1.3 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (4), NEUROTICISM and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SALES ASSISTANTS (N =130) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: r 
Cumulative Increase 
R2 in R' 
F test on 
increment 
,B 
Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors (A) . 37 . 
14 
. 
14 20.90*** . 492 
Neuroticism (T) . 22 . 18 . 04 6.33* . 427 
AxT . 
34 
. 
18 
. 
00 
. 
63 -. 270 
Organisational Climate & Structure (B) . 49 . 24 . 24 40.07*** . 492 
Neuroticism (T) . 23 . 27 . 03 5.30* . 215 
BxT . 39 . 
27 . 00 . 02 -. 048 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities (C) . 48 . 23 . 23 38.37*** . 525 
Neuroticism (T) . 22 . 27 . 04 6.86* . 295 
CxT . 39 . 27 . 
00 . 16 -. 116 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (D) . 27 . 07 . 07 10.35** . 350 
Neuroticism (T) . 22 . 11 . 03 4.84* . 352 
DxT . 28 . 11 . 00 . 57 -. 
215 
*P s . 05 **P s . 
01 ***P z . 
001 
Neuroticism was found to have a relatively smaller, but also a significant main-effect, 
which was related to increased job dissatisfaction. The proportion of explained variance 
accounted by Neuroticism ranged from 3 %, when equated with "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers" and when equated with "Organisational Climate and 
Structure" to 4% when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors" and when 
equated with "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities". 
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Overall, all four job stressors contributed to a much larger proportional of variance on job 
dissatisfaction than Neuroticism, for sales assistants. However, the small, but significant 
increased effects on job dissatisfaction by Neuroticism, appear to be independent of the 
job stressor. 
22.2 SUPERVISORS 
(i) Neuroticism as an Exacerbator of the Job Stressor - Psychosomatic Ill-Health 
Relationship: 
Table 22.2.1, presents the results of 5 hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportion of variance in psychosomatic ill-health (DV) attributable to the 
five Job-Specific stressors, Neuroticism and the interaction effect of each of these job 
stressors with Neuroticism (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the five possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the B3 coefficient, did not yield a significant interaction. The total 
explained variance for these equations ranged from only 34% to 39%. 
Only perceived job stress related to "Environment & Social-Work Conditions", 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and "Work-Overload", accounted for a small, 
but significant proportion of the explained variance (13%, 13% & 14%, respectively), 
which was related to increased psychosomatic complaints. 
In the absence of interaction effects, the results also revealed significant main-effects for 
neuroticism, which were also related to increased psychosomatic ill-health. The 
percentage of explained variance in psychosomatic complaints accounted by neuroticism 
ranged from 22%, when equated with "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and 
when equated with "Work-Overload", to 24%, 27% and 29%, when equated with 
"Environment & Social-Work Conditions", "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors & 
Organisation" and "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", respectively. 
353 
TABLE 22.2.1 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (5), NEUROTICISM and PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
for SUPERVISORS (N =42) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: PSYCHOSOMATIC ILL-HEALTH 
PREDICTORS: 
Cumulative 
r R2 
Increase 
in Rz 
F teat on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 26 . 07 . 07 2.94 . 055 Neuroticism (T) . 57 . 34 . 27 15.82*** 2.263 AxT 
. 
53 
. 
34 
. 
00 
. 
11 -. 004 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 
37 
. 
13 
. 13 
6.22* 
. 
226 
Neuroticism (T) . 57 . 36 . 22 13.46** 2.138 
BxT . 56 . 36 . 00 . 10 -. 012 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (C) . 22 . 05 . 05 2.04 -. 066 Neuroticism (T) 
. 
57 
. 
34 
. 
29 17.31*** 
. 
846 
CxT . 56 . 35 . 01 . 55 . 040 
Work-Overload (D) . 38 . 14 . 14 6.70* . 444 
Neuroticism (T) . 
57 
. 36 . 22 13.50** 
3.614 
CxT . 54 . 39 . 03 1.91 -. 049 
Environment & Social-Work Conditions (E) . 36 . 13 . 13 5.93* . 
603 
Neuroticism (T) . 57 . 37 . 24 15.12*** 2.855 ExT . 56 . 38 . 01 . 72 -. 057 
"P s . 05 **P s . 01 ***P s . 001 
Although, neuroticism did not appear to interact with any of the job stressors to produce 
a stress-exacerbating effect on the relationship as predicted, it did contribute to a much 
greater increase effect on psychosomatic ill-health than any of the job stressors. These 
results appear to suggest that Neuroticism increased effect on psychosomatic ill-health was 
independent of any job-specific stressor. 
(ii) Predictive Effects of Neuroticism on each of the Five Job Stressors for Supervisors: 
Table 22.2.2, presents the results of five standard multiple regression analysis between 
neuroticism (IV) and each job stressor (DV), for supervisors, to investigate path "a". 
The table shows that except for the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics and 
Promotion Opportunities", Neuroticism made a significant contribution to the increased 
variance on all remaining four job stressors, for supervisors, as indicated by the 
significant F tests on the equations. 
The proportion of explained variance in job stress accounted by Neuroticism, ranged from 
6% for the job stressors related to "Interpersonal Relations with Superiors and 
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Organisation" and "Environment and Social-Work Conditions", to 11 % for the job 
stressors related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and "Work-Overload". 
TABLE 22.2.2 
STANDARD MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN NEUROTICISM & 
each JOB STRESSOR (5), for SUPERVISOSRS (N =136) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLES: JOB STRESSORS 
PREDICTORS: NEUROTICISM r Rz F(Eqn. ) d. f. B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (DV) 
Neuroticism . 25 . 06 8.84** 
(1,134) 3.270 . 248 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (DV) 
Neuroticism . 34 . 11 17.13*** (1,134) 1.459 . 337 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opport. (DV) 
Neuroticism . 15 . 02 2.92 (1,134) . 479 . 146 
Work-Overload (DV) 
Neuroticism . 33 . 
11 15.97*** (1,134) 1.405 . 326 
Environment & Social-Work Conditions (DV) 
Neuroticism . 25 . 
06 8.86** (1,134) . 653 . 249 
"P s . 05 **P s . 01 ***P s . 001 
These results appear to suggest that neuroticism contributes significantly to the increased 
perception of job stress, but not for all job stressors. Overall, these findings appear to 
indicate that supervisors with high neuroticism scores may be more susceptible to the 
perceptions of job stress, in particular "interpersonal Relationship with Customers" and 
"Work-Overload", but not all job stressors. 
(iii) Neuroticism as an Exacerbator of the Job Stressor - Job Dissatisfaction 
Relationship: 
Table 22.2.3, presents the results of the five hierarchical multiple regression analysis to 
determine the proportion of variance in job dissatisfaction (DV) attributable to five Job- 
Specific stressors, Neuroticism and the interaction effect of each of these job stressors 
with Neuroticism (IVs), for supervisors. 
The results indicate that out of the four possible interaction effects, the hierarchical F test 
on increment of the B3 coefficient, yield two significant interactions, but only one 
interaction effect functioned as a stress-enhancer. 
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TABLE 22.2.3 
HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS BETWEEN 
A JOB STRESSOR (5), NEUROTICISM and JOB DISSATISFACTION 
for SUPERVISORS (N =40) 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: JOB DISSATISFACTION 
PREDICTORS: r 
Cumulative 
RZ 
Increase 
in R2 
F teat on 
increment B 
Int. Relat. with Superiors & Organisation (A) . 29 . 08 . 08 3.41 -. 011 
Neuroticism (T) . 25 . 12 . 03 1.45 -. 326 
AxT . 38 . 17 . 06 2.56 . 004 
Interpersonal Relationship with Customers (B) . 35 . 12 . 12 5.42* . 145 Neuroticism (T) . 25 . 14 . 02 . 86 . 703 BxT 
. 
28 
. 
24 
. 09 
4.56* -. 017 
Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities (C) . 
43 
. 18 . 18 8.45** -. 103 
Neuroticism (T) . 25 . 22 . 04 1.74 -. 
755 
CxT . 51 . 41 . 19 11.49** . 035 
Work-Overload (D) 
Neuroticism (T) 
DxT 
Environment & Social-Work Conditions (E) 
Neuroticism (T) 
ExT 
39 . 15 . 15 6.69** . 077 25 
. 17 . 02 . 
78 
. 
268 
34 . 17 . 01 . 30 -. 004 
19 . 03 . 03 1.38 . 137 
25 
. 
08 
. 
04 1.80 . 527 
23 . 12 . 04 1.52 -. 020 
*P s . OS **P 9 . 01 ***P s . 001 
More specifically, Neuroticism had a significant interaction effect with the job stressor 
related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" (B3=. 035, F =11.49, p!!! 9 . 01), 
to produce a stress-exacerbating effect on job dissatisfaction, and which accounted for 
19% of the variance. This seems to indicate that under conditions of high job stress 
related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", supervisors with a high 
Neuroticism score will perceive increased job dissatisfaction. A relatively weaker, but 
significant interaction effect was also found for Neuroticism with the job stressor related 
to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" (B3=-. 017, F=4.56, p<_. 05), to produce 
a stress-buffering effect on job dissatisfaction, which accounted for only 9% of the 
variance. Thus, for supervisors with a high Neuroticism score, increased job stress 
related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" was not related to increased job 
dissatisfaction. 
The total explained variance for these equations ranged from only 12% to 24%. Only 
perceived job stress related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", "Work- 
Overload" and "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" contributed to some of the 
variance in job dissatisfaction (18 %, 15 % and 12 %, respectively). All of these, except 
for the job stressor related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", were 
related to increased job dissatisfaction. No significant main-effects were observed for 
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Neuroticism on job dissatisfaction. This appear to suggest that for supervisors, the effects 
of Neuroticism on job dissatisfaction are dependent on the type of job stressor. 
Fig. 22.1 & 22.2, display in a graphical form, the two significant interaction effect found 
for Neuroticism with two of the job stressors on job dissatisfaction. In addition, these 
figures also show that only the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with 
Customers" was affected by the level of Neuroticism. This seems to suggest that the 
evoking-effects of Neuroticism on this job stressor were not related in turn, to job 
dissatisfaction. On the other hand, the lack of association between Neuroticism and the 
job stressor related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", did not signify 
that this job stressor would not interact with Neuroticism to evoke slightly, perceptions 
of job dissatisfaction. 
B=. 479 
JOB CHARACTERISTICS & 
PROMOTION OPPORTUNITIES 
NEUROTICISM 
B, =. 035** Bý=-. 755 
JOB DISSATISFACTION 
B1=-. 103** 
Fig. 22.1 Results of an exacerbator effect model for supervisors. 
NEUROTICISM 
B=. 337*** B3=-. 017* B, =. 703 
V 
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIP JOB DISSATISFACTION 
WITH CUSTOMERS B, =. 145* 
Fig. 22.2 Results of a stress-buffer effect model for supervisors. 
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SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS 
Neuroticism & Psychosomatic Health: 
When the two mechanisms (ie., main and interactive models) through which Neuroticism 
can influence psychosomatic health complaints were examined for both sales assistants and 
supervisors, the results revealed that for both populations, Neuroticism was only found 
to have significant main-effects, which were related to increased psychosomatic 
complaints. 
This finding appears to be consistent with Aldwin and Revenson (1987) claim that "main- 
effects indicate predispositions (or personality) factors, as these effects show no 
interactions with and are thus independent of the situation". Thus, the lack of interaction 
effects of Neuroticism with any of the job stressors in predicting psychosomatic ill-health 
suggests that Neuroticism does not influence psychosomatic complaints by raising job 
stress levels. Moreover, given that each job stressor was entered first in the regression 
equations, the direct-effects of the job stressors on psychosomatic complaints, were not 
confounded by Neuroticism. That is, according to Payne (1988) Neuroticism cloaks the 
effects of locus of control, perceived demands, support, etc., when it is entered first in 
a regression, predicting current affective states, such as anxiety and depression. 
Consistent with Ormel and Wohlfarth (1991) study, Neuroticism was also found to be a 
more powerful predictor of psychosomatic ill-health, for both sales assistants and 
supervisors, than any of the job stressors. However, due to the reliance on self-reported 
measures, the evoking-effects of Neuroticism, could have been overestimated. 
Alternatively, given that prior psychosomatic complaints were not controlled for, one 
could argue that psychosomatic complaints lead to increases in Neuroticism. However, 
this is rather unlikely, since Neuroticism has been shown to be a stable personality trait. 
The direct-evoking effects of Neuroticism on psychosomatic complaints, however, might 
have been due to several factors, that have also been pointed out in the literature. That 
is, perhaps individuals high on Neuroticism may experience more distress regardless of 
the situation. Secondly, these results could have been due to a response bias, or more 
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probably a result of indirect or direct effects of unidentified environmental, behavioural, 
cognitive or biological factors. Finally, the lack of interaction effects, could have also 
been due to the fact that high correlations were found between Neuroticism and 
psychosomatic health complaints. 
Although, a number of factors should be taken into consideration when the effects of 
Neuroticism on health are investigated in future studies, these results nevertheless, appear 
to indicate that for both populations Neuroticism evokes psychosomatic complaints 
independent of the stressful situation, and appears to be a more powerful predictor than 
the job stressors themselves. 
The Relationship between Neuroticism and Job Stressors: 
Given previous associations between high Neuroticism scores and inefficient ways of 
coping with stress (McCrae & Costa, 1986), it was hypothesized that high Neuroticism 
scores would evoke the perceptions of jo stress, perhaps due to an inability to cope 
efficiently with these job stressors. Consistent with our hypothesis, high Neuroticism 
scores were related to increased job stress. However, the size of the effect was small and 
appeared to vary, depending on the type of job stressor. Moreover, for supervisors, 
Neuroticism did not have a significant effect on all job stressors. 
These results appear to suggest that individuals high on Neuroticism scores may be more 
susceptible to the perception of some job stressors, but not all. Whether or not this is due 
to an inability to cope efficiently, is a matter for further research. However, as pointed 
out by Steptoe (1991) individuals both high and low on Neuroticism scores may employ 
the same coping strategies to deal with similar situations. 
Neuroticism and Job Dissatisfaction: 
When the two mechanisms (ie., main and interactive models) through which Neuroticism 
can influence job dissatisfaction were examined for both sales assistants and supervisors, 
the results revealed different results for both populations. 
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For sales assistants, Neuroticism was only found to have small, but significant main- 
effects, which were related with increased job dissatisfaction. For supervisors, no 
significant main-effects were found. Instead, Neuroticism was found to significant interact 
with two of the five job stressors for supervisors. 
One of these interaction was found to be in the predicted direction. That is, under 
conditions of high job stress related to "Job Characteristics and Promotion Opportunities", 
supervisors with high Neuroticism scores perceived increased job dissatisfaction. The 
second interaction effect for supervisors, had a smaller increment size and was similar to 
the classic stress-buffering role of coping variables. That is, a high Neuroticism score for 
supervisors buffered the relationship between the job stressor related to "Interpersonal 
Relationship with Customers" and job dissatisfaction. 
Overall, these results appear to indicate that at least for supervisors, Neuroticism 
influences job satisfaction by raising job stress levels with respect to one stressful 
situation, and by decreasing the impact of the stressor in another stressful situation. 
Thus, it seems that whether or not Neuroticism has main or interactive effects, depends 
on the population under investigation, type of situation and outcome measure. 
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23.0 GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Sources of Job Stress: 
One of the aims of this study was to identify, define and compare those work situations 
which were perceived as potentially stressful for sales assistants and supervisors in a large 
retail company. These potentially stressful situations at work were examined with respect 
to the individuals' perceptions of the balance or "transaction" between the demands made 
upon them and their ability to cope with those demands (Cox, 1978). A combination of 
several factors were employed as the basis of assessing and describing potentially stressful 
situations. That is, consistent with the transactional model of occupational stress, this 
study first attempted to explore both what was at "stake" for the individual, and the 
meaning the individual gave to events at work, through qualitative measures (group 
discussions, 6; and interviews, 21); and secondly, by developing an occupationally 
specific job stress measure, based on the previous study, which took into account both the 
"intensity" and "frequency" of the stressful situation. 
The Qualitative Study 
Although, there was a great deal of overlap in situations reported, the qualitative study 
revealed a large body of information specific to this population (i. e., 137 potentially 
stressful work situations; 35 potentially job stressful-related manifestations; and 27 coping 
behaviours), which otherwise might not have been studied using a priori set of 
theoretically-based constructs. Later, theoretically-based constructs were employed as 
"heuristic devices" to classify these potentially stressful situations into 20 categories by 
two independent judges. Overall, even though situations and concepts tended to overlap, 
reponses appeared to fit well within the general rubric of stressful categories provided by 
Sutherland and Cooper (1987), Dubinsky and Skinner (1984) and other researchers. 
Moreover, the assessment and evaluation of retail sales assistants and supervisors work 
as potentially stressful is not only consistent with other research, in particular research 
into "blue collar" workers stress, but more importantly with Payne's (1979), Karasek 
(1979) and Cox's (1985a, b) definition of "stress" as an experience of "negative emotions", 
"when the demands of the worker are not matched to their level of skill (or skill 
potential), and that this state is exacerbated when the worker is constrained in coping or 
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receives little support for coping from others". These three stressful elements (i. e., 
"demands", "constraints (and lack of control)", and "social support"), employed by Cox 
(1985b) to categorize repetitive work, could also have been employed to describe sales 
assistants' and supervisors' potential work stressors. For example, the descriptions of 
stressful work situations reported by Cox (1985b), namely: "demands not matched to 
workers' abilities" (e. g., underutilization of skills, lack of preferred job complexity and 
variety); and "workers with little control over their work" (e. g., lack of autonomy, lack 
of or low participation in decision-making); and as Cox also noted, "the work itself may 
fail to promote a supportive and helpful environment" (e. g., poor relationships with 
superiors, colleagues and customers). The similarities between the stressful elements in 
repetitive work and that of retail sales assistants' and supervisors', is perhaps not 
surprising, given that both types of work are associated with simpler jobs and employ 
relatively few skilled workers (Cox, 1985b). One could even argue that many aspects of 
retail work are repetitive (e. g., filling up shelves, counting and checking stock, etc. ). 
Furthermore, although Cox (1985b) has associated repetitive working conditions with 
underutilization of skill or skill potential, contributing to habituation, loss of ability to 
attend properly, and drowsiness, Mackay and Cooper (1987) also point out that "restricted 
levels of stimulation and perceptual repetition are also important considerations". 
It seems therefore, reasonable to conclude on the basis of this qualitative study, that the 
job of retail staff (sales assistants and supervisors) in busy stores, is potentially stressful. 
However, given that there will be individual differences in the determination of the stress 
experience, and that the nature of their work will vary from company to company, this 
conclusion may only be applicable to this population and situation (Cox, 1985b). 
Unfortunately, intuitivaly appealing assumptions about stress buffers have had equivocal 
support. That is, there is evidence to suggest that the busy store pace of convenience 
stores, where transactions between customers and staff are very brief, the display of a 
warm emotional front during slow times, may or may not promote store sales when 
customers expect that it should, but will encourage customers to engage in conversations 
that are an important source of variety in a boring job (Sutton & Rafaeli, 1988). 
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While an appreciation of the meaning and appraisal of work stressors was achieved 
through group discussions and semi-structured interviews with both sales assistants and 
supervisors, subsequent quantitative measurement of the key elements of the experience 
identified in the qualitative study, provided the most efficient means of assessing the 
relative strengths and relations between these elements. 
The Quantitative Study 
The first structural survey questionnaire or pilot study, included all of the information 
acquired in the qualitative study, plus a mood adjective checklist (MACL). The 
potentially stressful situations in the pilot questionnaire were rated by both sales assistants 
and supervisors on two independent Likert scales, each scale measuring a stress dimension 
(Intensity & Frequency), which were later combined to provide a relative measure of job 
stress (Product Job Stress scale). The exploratory factor analysis (PCA) with varimax 
rotation employed for the Frequency Scale (FS) and Intensity Scale (IS), revealed a total 
of 13 stressor-components for each scale, and eight stressor-components for the Product 
Scale (PS). The large number of components extracted might have been due to the fact 
that the PCA was performed separately for nine of the major potentially stressor 
categories of items extracted from the qualitative study. However, this was necessary due 
to the large number of items in the job stress questionnaire (N =137), and a smaller 
number of respondents (N=91). Nevertheless, an exploration of each component 
previously established in the qualitative study, suggested that such grouping appears to 
have been appropriate. The reasons for a low response rate have already been discussed 
in the pilot study. 
With respect to the FS and IS, the results revealed similar numbers of stressor-components 
for each scale. Moreover, the percentage of variance explained by each component on 
the FS was also very similar to that explained by each component on the IS. However, 
as expected, item-loading was slightly higher for the IS than for the FS. Overall, even 
though most job stressor-components appeared to be as frequent as they were intense, the 
job stressors related to "Career Opportunities" and "Interpersonal Relationships with 
Employees" were found to be the most frequent and intense stressors for this population. 
After combining the item scores of the FS and IS, the exploratory PCA for the PS 
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revealed a single stressor component for each of the eight categories of job stressors, and 
96 out of the 137 potentially job-specific stressful situations were found to be salient and 
retained for further analysis. Of these stressor-components, "Work-Overload & 
Underload" and "Organisational Structure & Climate" exhibited the lowest percentage of 
variance (39% each), whereas "Career Opportunities" and "Interpersonal Relationship 
with Subordinates" exhibited the highest percentage of variance (60% each), and hence 
appear to be the most salient job stressors for this population of sales assistants and 
supervisors. These results appear therefore, to be consistent with Lazarus' argument that 
the most frequent and intense stressors are perceived as the most stressful. Reliability 
estimates for the FS, IS and PS scales revealed that except for four job stressor- 
components on the FS (i. e., "Lack of Job Significance/Futility", "Qualitative Work- 
Underload", "Organizational Structure" and "Organizational Climate"), all job stressor- 
components were found to highly reliable (alpha > . 70). 
These findings appear to indicate that the job stressor related to "Career Opportunities" 
or "Career Development", is not a stressor solely relevant to managers, as others have 
indicated (cf. Cooper & Marshall, 1978; Wallace et al., 1988). Although one must err 
on the side of caution given the small N investigated here, the reasons for the seeming 
disparity between these results and those of the latter named authors may lie in: a) the 
organisational culture of this study's retailer; and/ or b) the different meaning given by 
"blue" and "white" collar workers, to the job stressor related to "Career Development". 
Specifically, according to sales assistants and supervisors, the organization purports to 
promote on the basis of merit. Retail staff feel however, that there are limited 
opportunities for promotion and that senior positions tend to be filled by graduates who 
do not have the many years of retail experience and organisational knowledge as those 
they supervise. Thus they feel their skills are under-valued and that their lack of higher 
education discriminates against them. This, of course, is a common complaint in many 
organisations. 
Cooper (1981) identified two major clusters of potential stressors related to "Career 
Development" in management. That is, "lack of job security" (fear of redundancy, 
obsolence, or early retirement; "status incongruency" (under- or over-promotion) and 
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"frustration of having reached ones career ceiling". He found potential stress at work 
with respect to "Career Development" included dissatisfaction with promotion, 
discrimination, thwarted ambition, mobility problems, etc. (80% of managers experienced 
discrimination). In particular, women managers reported significantly higher scores on 
four questionnaire items related to sex discrimination and prejudice. Coopers's results 
appear to be similar to the present findings, which also suggests that stressful situations 
related to "Career Opportunities/Development" include difficulties in gaining promotion, 
discrimination, dissatisfaction with assessment necessary for promotion, and prejudice or 
unfair assessments. Cooper also points out that in rapid developing societies there will 
be a greater need for individuals to change careers during their working life, and this may 
"breed uncertainty", in particular for older workers who tend to seek stability. 
Overall, the results of the qualitative and pilot study raised the following three important 
issues, already discussed in chapter 15.0 (Discussion: Pilot Study): (1) the multi- 
dimensional nature of all work stressors; (2) the role of frequency and intensity as 
conceptually different dimensions of stress, and as mechanisms for considering the nature 
of different stressors; (3) and the Product of the two dimensions (F x 1) as perhaps a 
more valid and reliable measure of stress. However, it would be appreciated that for the 
Product method of scoring, the assumption that was made for the equality of weights, for 
both intensity and frequency for the same stressor, may not hold. That is, chronicity 
could mean very high frequency and very low intensity (e. g., a score of 5x1= 5), or 
it could also mean, very low frequency and very high intensity (e. g., a score of 1x5= 
5), such as in acute stress. 
Given the above point, and since the groups being assessed appear to be homogeneous in 
terms of the types of events, it was thought possible to get a reasonable estimate of stress 
just by looking at the intensity of these job specific events in the second job stress survey. 
Nevertheless, analysis of the results were treated independently for sales assistants and 
supervisors, since the results of the discriminant analysis showed some differences 
between the two groups. Specifically, with respect to job stressors, supervisors perceive 
more work problems related to "Promotion Opportunities" and "Authoritarian Style of 
Superiors" than do sales assistants. Sales assistants, on the other hand, perceive more 
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work problems to be related to "Lack of Autonomy", "Job Constraints" and feelings of 
"Belittlement". Moreover, supervisors experience more "negative emotions" than sales 
assistants. However, supervisors employ more problem-focused coping strategies, and 
sales assistants employ more indirect or emotion-focused coping strategies than do 
supervisors. Finally, with respect to their "mood" at the time of completion of the 
questionnaire, sales assistants appear to have been more "Apprehensive", with respect to 
their stress mood, but in a more "Vivacious" mood, with respect to their higher arousal 
score, than supervisors. Overall these results appear to be consistent with the fact that 
in general supervisors have more control over their work than sales assistants. 
Of the 95 (for sales assistants) and 101 (for supervisors) job-specific stressful situations 
that were selected for the main job-specific stress measure, four stressor components were 
extracted for sales assistants(N - 822), which accounted for 45 % of the data variance, and 
five were extracted for supervisors (N - 267), which accounted for 48 % of the variance. 
The most salient source of job stress for sales assistants appears to best describe 
"Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors", and which included mainly stressful 
situations related to poor relationships at work with superiors (i. e., abusive, unsupportive, 
inconsiderate, contradictive, authoritarian, unappreciative, undemocratic leadership, poor 
communication, etc. ). For supervisors, the most salient source of job stress also appears 
to best describe "Interpersonal Relationship with Superiors & Organisation ", since it too 
appears to be related to poor interpersonal relations at work in general, and mainly with 
superiors and the organisation. A number of behavioural scientists (e. g., Cooper & 
Marshall, 1976) have suggested that good relationships between members of a work group 
are a central factor in individual and organisation health. Nevertheless, very little 
research work has been done in this area to either support or disprove this hypothesis. 
French & Caplan (1973) define poor relations as "those which include low trust, low 
supportiveness, and low interest in listening and trying to deal with problems that confront 
the organisational member". Both the Kahn et al. and French and Caplan studies come 
roughly to the same conclusions that mistrust of persons one worked with was positively 
related to high role ambiguity, inadequate communications between people and to 
"psychological strain in the form of low job satisfaction and to feelings of job-related 
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threat to one's well-being". Buck (1972) focused on the attitude and relationship of 
workers and managers to their immediate boss, and concluded, consistent with this study, 
that the "lack of considerate behaviour of superiors appears to have contributed 
significantly to feelings of job pressure". Thus, stress can be caused not only by the 
strained relationships, but also by its opposite -a lack of adequate social support in 
difficult situations (Lazarus, 1966). 
The second most salient source of job stress for sales assistants appears to be related to 
the "Organisational Climate & Structure" and included situations that describe unpleasant 
climatic conditions, the physical environment, workload, incompatible job demands by 
role-set members, lack of support from the organisation, lack of participation in decision- 
making, etc. According to Cooper (1981), this potentially source of job stress is related 
to "simply being in the organisation", and the "threat to an individual's freedom, 
autonomy and identity this poses". French & Caplan (1970) found that people who 
reported greater opportunities for participation in decision making reported significantly 
greater job satisfaction, low job related feelings of threat, and higher feelings of self- 
esteem. Further, Margolis, Kroes and Quinn (1974) found that non-participation was 
significantly related to the following risk factors: overall poor physical health, escapist 
drinking, depressed mood, low self-esteem, low life satisfaction, low job satisfaction, low 
motivation to work, intention to leave the job, and absenteeism from work; and that poor 
mental health was linked to close supervision and no autonomy at work. 
The second most salient source of job stress for supervisors on the other hand, appears 
to be related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers". This appears to be a job 
stressor specific to this population and perhaps others whose job means dealing with the 
public. However, it might have arisen due to the fact that both sales assistants, and in 
particular supervisors in this busy retail company have little time to spend with customers, 
and only appear to engage in conversation with a customer to deal with problems, such 
as exchanges, vouchers, or to find items that the store might not be stocking at the time. 
The third source of job stress for both sales assistants and supervisors appears to be 
related to what Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Hackman and Oldham (1975) refer to 
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as the four core dimensions or the basic characteristics of a job (Autonomy, Variety, 
Identity, Feedback). Stressful situations that make up this component appear to be related 
to a low degree in these four core dimensions, and to poor promotion opportunities. As 
such, the third stressor-component for both sales assistants and supervisors was described 
as "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities ", or lack of it. 
The fourth and last main source of job stress for sales assistants appears to best describe 
"Interpersonal Relationships with Customers ", and was found to be very similar to the 
second main source of stress for supervisors. This source of stress included situations that 
were related to the difficulties in dealing with customers. For supervisors the fourth 
source of job stress was related to "Work-overload". This stressor-component included 
situations that were related to both quantitative overload (volume of work) and qualitative 
overload (work becoming more demanding), as well as difficulties related to the volume 
of work due to lack of staff, demanding superiors and customers, difficulties in meeting 
standards and setting priorities; extra work due to poor training, and role overload, arising 
from conflicts of interests between loyalties to superiors and subordinates. 
One more source of job stress was found for supervisors, which appears to best describe 
"Environment and Social-Work Factors". This might have been due to the fact that, 
unlike sales assistants, supervisors were often expected to play the "mother-earth 
counsellor role" (Davidson, 1986) with subordinates, customers and new assistant 
personnel managers. However, also represented in this stressor-component were situations 
related to the physical environment, such as crowding, noise, and bright lights. 
Although, it is possible to identify and describe five sources of job stress for supervisors 
and four for sales assistants statistically in the job-specific stress measure, in reality most 
job stressors are not independent of each other (Dewe, 1987). Moreover, the inter- 
correlation analysis revealed that, except for the job stressor related to "Environment & 
Social-Work Conditions", which did not correlated with the job stressor related to 
"Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors & Organisation" and "Job Characteristics & 
Promotion Opportunities", perhaps because it had little in common with these job 
stressors, all job stressors for supervisors and sales assistants showed considerable 
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overlap. Hence, suggesting that they come from a common domain (i. e., job stress). 
However, as Dewe (1987) pointed out, by solely focusing on the independent effects of 
each stressor, the important relationship of each stressor may be overlooked. 
From the range of situations confronted by sales assistants and supervisors, a number 
appear to be commonly encountered as stressful. However, the major differences between 
sales assistants and supervisors appear to lie in the degree of autonomy and perceived 
workload. That is, whereas sales assistants perceive less autonomy than supervisors, 
supervisors perceive a greater workload. 
Reliability estimates for both sales assistants' and supervisors' job stressor-components 
were found to be highly reliable, since all alpha coefficients were found to be above . 80. 
This seems to suggest that there is a high level of consistency in the stressful situations 
reported by both groups of subjects. 
Although, the number of factors qualifying as potential sources of occupational stress is 
seemingly limitless (Sharit & Salvendy, 1982), several authors believe there appears to 
be a number of job stressors specific to certain occupational groups. For example, 
Wallace's et al. (1988) review suggested that sources of occupational stress associated with 
"blue collar" work fall into three groups: "(1) heavy work and other physical conditions 
such as heat, noise, dust, presence of toxic substances; (2) paced and/or repetitive work, 
demand for speed; work which is monotonous, requires no skill or over which there is no 
control; (3) task characteristics primarily by various types of information processing 
activities and decisional complexity, often performed undertime constraints. Nevertheless, 
Wallace et al. also point out that an analysis of the work force in terms of a division into 
blue and white collar group may not be meaningful in todays's society. Moreover, the 
definition of "blue collar" workers has never been clear. For example, "blue collar" work 
has been used to refer to "semi-skilled manual, personal service and unskilled manual", 
other times it has been used to refer to the last two divisions or merely the last group 
(Wallace et at., 1988). 
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Although, there may be similarities between sales assistants and supervisors' work and 
"blue collar" worker, there are also substantial differences, which may make comparisons 
difficult. The House et al., (1986) Tecumseh Community Heath Study, derived the 
following three broad status categories for men and women workers from the US Bureau 
of Census occupational grouping: high status (all white collar men; all professional and 
managerial women); medium status (men: foremen and craftsmen; women: clerical and 
sales staff); low status (men: operatives, labourers and service workers; women: all blue 
collar). It is perhaps more reasonable to follow House's classification system, and refer 
to these populations of retail workers as "medium status", whenever attempts are made 
to compare them to other populations. 
In an attempt to establish what the Job-specific stressor-components are measuring, these 
were correlated with the Spielberger's Job Stress Survey (JSS) product component score 
(a theoretically derived or global job stress measure) and its sub-components, 
independently for sales assistants and supervisors. For sales assistants the results for the 
concurrent validity, indicated that the Spielberger's JSS-product score and its sub-stressor 
components (i. e., F1-Lack of qualitative and quantitative support; F2-Inequitable 
Demands; F3-Reward Structure), correlated with most of the job-specific stressor- 
components. However, the need to modify the JSS measure for different populations and 
situations, is evident in the findings obtained for supervisors. That is, for supervisors, 
the JSS-product factor score correlated with only one stressor-component (i. e., 
"Interpersonal Relationships with Superiors & Organisation"), and its sub-stressor 
components (i. e., Fl-Lack of Quantitative & Qualitative Support; F2-Inequity), tapped 
only two stressor-components out of the five, in the job-specific stress measure. This and 
the fact that there were a large number of situational specific or individually expressed job 
stressors not covered by the JSS questionnaire for these two populations, appears to 
suggest that the 30 JSS-items do not cover sufficiently the full range of possible facets of 
job stress, in particular for supervisors. 
These findings appear to support the view that whereas global or theoretically-based 
measures of job stress may be useful in making cross-situational comparisons (Folkman, 
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1982), "occupationally specific measures of stress have the advantage of capturing the 
unique subtleties of a particular work situations" (Dewe et al., 1993). 
Moreover, consistent with the view that the "frequency-stress dimension" is job-specific, 
whereas the "intensity-stress dimension" is not, a similar pattern structure emerged for 
both sales assistants and supervisors on the JSS-intensity measure, but not on the JSS- 
frequency measure. For the JSS-product measure, a different pattern structure also 
emerged for the two groups. This seems to indicate that sales assistants and supervisors 
differ with respect to the kind of global work stressors they perceive. Nevertheless, 
consistent with Turnage and Spielberger's (1991) findings, the job stressor related to 
"Lack of Support", which include items dealing with interpersonal relations with co- 
workers, organisation, superiors and customers, was found to be the most salient stressor- 
component for both sales assistants and supervisors on the JSS-product measure. 
Reliability estimates of the FS, IS, and PS measures also indicate higher internal 
consistency for the IS than Fs for both groups, and a higher reliability estimate for the 30 
items of the Spielberger's JSS-product measure than for its product sub-components. In 
fact, except for the global job stressor related to "Lack of Support", all the other sub- 
components of the JSS-product measure showed moderate to low reliabilities. This also 
appears to suggest that the number of items in each sub-component may not be sufficient 
to tap the entire domain. Furthermore, even though the sub-components of both the JSS- 
frequency and -intensity measures showed high internal consistency, the two measures by 
themselves may not be sufficient to give a relative true score of job stress. 
Given that concurrent validity is not an entirely satisfactory aspect of validity, in order 
to establish what the test does not measure, the job-specific stress sub-components of the 
JSS-product component score and its sub-components were correlated with several other 
external variables (i. e., Eysenck's EPQ-R, Lazarus' WCS, Davidson's and Cooper's 
Psychosomatic Health and Job Satisfaction). Overall, the job-specific stressors were found 
to discriminate with the other external variables in the predicted direction, and hence 
appear to be both reliable and valid measures of job stress for this population. However, 
most of the predicted correlations were supressed for the JSS-product measure, for both 
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groups and in particular for supervisors, which further suggests that the JSS-measure may 
need to be adapted for different populations and situations. 
In the qualitative study, an attempt was also made to investigate potential "home and 
social/work conflicts" or what Sutherland and Cooper (1988) refer to as "extra- 
organisational stressors", but surprisingly few situations emerged. The main potential 
"home and social/work conflicts" to emerge appeared to be related to "conflicting 
responsibilities of running a home, having a social life and working", and " lack of 
emotional /domestic support at home". One reason for so few "home and social/work 
conflicts to emerge, may be due to the subjects unwillingness to discuss these conflicts in 
a group situation or with a complete stranger. It is also possible that the beneficial effects 
of women's employment could offset some of the effects of work-related stress. That is, 
being a member of the labour force may expose women to work-related stress, but it also 
has the potential to bring about positive experiences, such as social contacts, raising the 
family's standard of living, and feeling productive in a society that undervalues 
housewives and motherhood. 
This view is supported by many authors and surveys which have consistently found higher 
rates of reported illness among housewives than among employed women (cf. Welch & 
Booth, 1977). For example, Nathanson's (1980), reported that the positive effects of 
employment on health are attributed first, to the self-esteem and feelings of 
accomplishment that come from engaging in a socially valued activity, and second from 
the social contacts that work provides. In contrast the women's role as housewife, 
particular housework as opposed to child care, is often regarded as both devalued and 
socially isolating (Mackay & Bishop, 1984). A large U. S. survey found that married 
employed women, on average, were psychologically healthier than married unemployed 
women (Kessler & McRae, 1981). Kandel, Davies and Raveis (1985) reported that strains 
and stresses are lower in family roles than in occupational or housework roles for women, 
but when they do occur they have more severe consequences for the psychological well- 
being of women than occupational stresses or strains. Cleary and Mechanic (1983) also 
reported that employed married women were less depressed than housewives, but having 
young children in the household counteracted this advantage. 
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Thus, the fact that the majority of women in this study did not have very young children 
might have contributed to the few home/work-related stressors reported. Specifically, the 
majority of women in this sample were married (68%), but they either had only post- 
school aged children (35%), no children (34%), or all school aged children (17%), 
respectively. 
The results also revealed that "role conflict and role ambiguity" did not emerge as salient 
component-stressors, but instead appear to be embedded in constructs such as 
"Interpersonal Relations/Conflict with Superiors, Customers, Co-workers and 
Organisation". It may be as Dewe (1985) suggested that the value of previously 
established stress constructs may lie in their ability to explain rather than define 
constructs. It is also possible, as Dubinsky and Hartley (1986) suggested that if retail 
sales staff are unclear about how to perform the job (because their usual activities are 
relatively routine and not complex), ambiguity may create a situation that provides 
challeange to the sales staff. These authors found positive relationships between role 
ambiguity to retail sales staff job performance, and concluded that retail sales staff 
performance increases when they are uncertain about how to perform their job. Although, 
their findings are not consistent with other retail-sales (e. g., Dubinsky & Mattson, 1979; 
Dubinsky & Skinner, 1984) and field-sales samples (e. g., Bagozzi, 1980; Busch & Busch, 
1978; Franke, Behrman & Perreault, 1982), they argue that the positive linkage between 
role ambiguity and performance may exist because retail selling might be considered more 
mundane than many field-selling positions. 
Thus, rather than being an obstacle to good performance role ambiguity may be 
considered a "veiled" opportunity whereby sales staff can engage in a variety of activities 
(Dubinsky & Hartley, 1986). This argument is supported by Dubinsky and Skinner 
(1984) finding that retail sales staff performance can be enhanced if they are allowed to 
engage in a number of activities, tasks, and operations in their jobs. In addition, these 
authors also found that role conflict, work motivation and self-monitoring were not related 
to job performance, and that retail sales staff job performance was not related with overall 
job satisfaction. Dubinsky and Hartley (1986) concluded that "adaptive retail sales 
personnel are not necessarily more productive". 
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A number of authors (e. g., Shaw & Riskind, 1983; Dougherty & Pritchard, 1985; Jackson 
& Schuler, 1985; Dewe, 1987), have pointed to the practical benefits that can be derived 
from developing procedures which identify and describe in some detail the specific 
difficulties of a particular role or job. The present study has identified four main types 
of situations for sales assistants and five for supervisors, which they encountered and 
reported as stressful. 
This procedure was based on retail staff talking about their own experiences and the 
results could be employed to encourage individual retail staff, superiors and organisational 
heads to discuss such issues. Of all job stressors (job-specific & global) for sales 
assistants and supervisors, those that contributed the most to the perception of overall job 
stress were related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" and "Interpersonal 
Relationships with Customers". Global job stressors contributed the least variance to the 
perception of overall job stress, and for supervisors only one global job stressor made a 
small but significant unique contribution to the perception of overall job stress (ie., 
"Inequity"). These findings also appear to indicate that perhaps there may be more 
similarities between sales assistants and supervisors than differences. However, the 
amount of variance attributable to unique sources for sales assistants and supervisors 
(unique variability =. 17 & . 18; shared variability=. 
83 & 
. 
81, respectively) is relatively 
small, which perhaps suggests that there may be other factors contributing to the overall 
perception of job stress. Moreover, the low contributions to overall job stress made by 
the global job stressors also indicates that they do not seem to tap the entire domain of the 
stressful situations. Finally, in future, there also seems to be a need to develop measures 
that include both negative and positive reports of work, so that focus would not only be 
on the demands and constraints of the work situation, but also on those situations that 
provide support and satisfaction. 
Covariates of Overall Job Stress: 
In addition to work and home stressors, there is growing evidence to suggest that there 
are other personal and social factors that may contribute to the increased perception of 
overall job stress. Although, interpretation of our regression models are hindered by the 
high multicollinearity that exists between some of the IVs, and by the cross-sectional 
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design of this study, several hypotheses were made about the unique contribution of a set 
of covariates, acting as multiple predictors of overall job stress. 
The first covariates of job stress examined were job and personal demographics. For sales 
assistants, even though there was a significant association between increase pay, increase 
hours of work, uncertainty of ever being promoted, working in small stores, and increased 
perception of overall job stress, only "uncertainty of ever being promoted" made a small 
but significant contribution to the perception of job stress. This seems to be consistent 
with the finding that promotion opportunities are a major job stressor for sales assistants. 
For supervisors, on the other hand, "low pay", "increased number of working hours", and 
"increased length of service", respectively, made significant unique contributions to the 
perception of overall job stress. 
Although, for supervisors, none of the personal demographic variables made a significant 
contribution to the perception of overall job stress, for sales assistants, "having left full- 
time education at an earlier age" was found to contribute slightly to the increased 
perception of overall job stress. This finding may be consistent with the fact that sales 
assistants perceived their lack of higher education as hindering their prospects for 
promotion. 
It was nevertheless also found that, sales assistants with a "higher level of education" 
perceived significantly more overall job stress. This seems consistent with French et al's 
(1982) view that perceived stress like "strains" (job dissatisfaction, boredom, and somatic 
complaints) increase primarily when the person has more education than is typically 
required for the job. Thus, as the results suggest Temporary/Seasonal sales assistants as 
well as Full-Time sales assistants, perceive more overall job stress, but perhaps for 
different reasons. There are however, too few cases of Temporary/Seasonal sales 
assistants in the sample to make generalizations, even if both the qualitative and 
quantitative results indicate that these appear to be the most stressful group of sales 
assistants. 
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In addition, sales assistants who "cohabitated with partner, children and dependents" or 
"lived with friends/shared accomodation" also tended to perceive significantly more 
overall job stress. This may be due to the fact these two groups of sales assistants are 
perhaps under more financial constraints than the other groups. Moreover, many working 
women who are married and mothers are involved in multiple potentially-conflicting roles 
which can be stressful. For example, Kandel et al. (1985) reported that overall measures 
of stress were lowest in parental and marital roles and highest in the work role, but when 
marital and household stresses occur they have more severe consequences for the 
psychological well-being of women than do stresses in the occupational role. They also 
found that work has a positive, buffering effect on marital stress, while parenting has a 
negative, exacerbating effect on work-related stress. Feelings of dissatisfaction with 
interpersonal interactions, especially in family roles, are the most stressful. It was 
however, surprising to find that sales assistants who "lived alone with their child/children" 
perceived the least overall job stress. 
The results of this study also indicate that even though there was a small association 
between high neuroticism scores and the increased perception of overall job stress for 
supervisors, neither of the personality dimensions in this study, contributed to the 
increased perception of overall job stress. This finding is not consistent with previous 
research that found neuroticism to be associated with chronic stress measures (e. g., Ormel 
& Wohlharth, 1991). Nevertheless, it appears to support the view that previous 
correlations have been overestimated (e. g., Watson & Pennebaker, 1989; Schroeder & 
Costa, 1984). On the other hand, the small number of subjects in this analysis, might 
have contributed to the non-significant and low correlation, at least between neuroticism 
and overall job stress. It is also possible that the global job stress measure might have 
contributed to these results. That is, only the job-specific stress measures were found to 
correlate with neuroticism scores for both sales assistants and supervisors. 
With respect to coping styles, for both sales assistants and supervisors, only Escape- 
Avoidance coping made a significant unique contribution to the increased perception of 
overall job stress. This appears to be consistent with Edwards' (1988) argument that some 
forms of coping may themselves be stressful. Moreover, these findings are also consistent 
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with previous research that found that under certain circumstances Escape-Avoidance may 
be counterproductive and likely to result in chronic distress. Nevertheless, given the high 
positive associations between this coping strategy and overall job stress, for both groups, 
appears to suggest that even though Escape-Avoidance may increase overall job stress, it 
is also the most commonly employed coping style. This may be due to the fact that other 
coping styles may not be appropriate, but one would have to examine the specific type of 
encounter in which this coping style is employed, to say with any certainty whether this 
type of coping is "good or bad" for the individual. On the other hand, stable coping 
dispositions are less dependent on social context and more on personality dispositions 
(Lazarus, 1993). 
Given that, this study did not control for prior psychosomatic manifestations or job 
dissatisfaction, it is difficult to determine whether increase in work stress was due to any 
prior health complaints or the reverse. Nevertheless, an attempt was made to determine 
whether any of the 24 psychosomatic health complaint variables significantly contributed 
to the perception of overall job stress, independently for the two groups. The results 
indicate that for both sales assistants and supervisors, only two items on the scale made 
a significant unique contribution to the regression. "Feelings of having a nervous 
breakdown" actually reduced the overall perception of job stress, whereas "Shortness of 
breath" contributed to an increase of overall job stress. It may be that the item "Feelings 
of having a nervous breakdown" was experienced as aversive and led to a response bias. 
For supervisors, being "troubled by sweaty hands" lead to the increased perception of job 
stress. Given that this physiological symptom is also often associated with anxiety, it also 
seems plausible to assume that this is also likely to lead to increased perception of job 
stress. Whereas, "bothered by heart beating" lead to decreases in overall job stress. 
Although, cigarette consumption was found to have a small, but significant positive 
association with overall job stress, neither cigarette or alcohol consumption, for sales 
assistants or supervisors, made a significant contribution to the perception of job stress. 
These results appear to be inconsistent with other reports that smoking or alcohol 
consumption is associated with high levels of chronic stress (e. g., Conway et al., 1981). 
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I4owever-, --eventhough smoking is usually regarded as a way of coping with stress in the 
absence of alternative coping resources (eg., Gordon, 1986), and even if smokers often 
claim that smoking has a calming effect on anxiety and anger (Pomerleau, Turk and 
Fertig, 1984), research has also shown that only smokers who are most anxious and most 
susceptible to stress show the most beneficial stress reduction effects of smoking 
(Warburton, 1987). It may be possible however, that even though subjects were 
experiencing high levels of job stress, the lack of access to cigarettes or alcohol during 
working periods might have contributed to the non-significant results. 
Nevertheless, the results also indicate that at least for sales assistants, two job-specific 
stressors ("Organisational Structure & Climate" & "Interpersonal Relationships with 
Customers"), made a small but unique contribution to cigarette consumption. However, 
whereas the job stressor related to "Organisational Structure & Climate" contributed to 
an increase consumption of cigarettes, the job stressor related to "Interpersonal 
Relationships with Customers" contributed to a decrease in consumption. These results 
appear to indicate that: (a) not all stressors may contribute to an increase or decrease in 
cigarette consumption; and (b) other factors may be involved, and therefore should be 
examined, when investigating the influence of cigarette consumption on perceptions of 
stress, as Gilbert et al (1989) proposed for the investigation of the activation-reducing 
effects of nicotine on stress. 
Job Stressors Covariates of Psychosomatic Complaints/ & Job Satisfaction 
Although, positive associations were found for both sales assistants and supervisors, 
between only the job-specific stressors and psychosomatic complaints, the results indicate 
that: for supervisors, none of the job stressors contributed to an increase in psychosomatic 
complaints, but in contrast for sales assistants, two job-specific stressors ("Organizational 
Structure & Climate" & "Interpersonal Relationships with Customers"), made a small but 
significant contribution to the perception of increased psychosomatic complaints. 
With respect to job satisfaction, the results indicate that for sales assistants, only the job- 
specific stressor related to "Job Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities" contributed 
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to the perception of job dissatisfaction. For supervisors, only the global job stressor 
related to "Inequity" contributed to the perception of job dissatifaction. 
These results appear consistent with the view that, whereas associations between 
perceptions of the work environment and self-reported outcomes exist, the causal nature 
of these relationships is still unclear (Spector et al., 1988), and it cannot be established 
with cross-sectional designs. Nevertheless, this analysis has demonstrated that not all job 
stressors may contribute to the perception of psychosomatic complaints or job satifaction, 
at least for these populations. Moreover, consistent with Spector's (1987) findings, the 
strongest associations were found between perceptions of job characteristics and 
perceptions of job satisfaction. To a certain extent, these results also appear to support 
Ganster's (1989) and Jackson's (1989) conclusions that both autonomy and participation 
(as proxies for job control) show stronger associations with job satisfaction than with self- 
reports of somatic and emotional health. 
There is also emerging evidence suggesting that not only is control important for the well- 
being of workers, but for the success of the organisation as well. For example, Buchanan 
(1989) and Seppala (1989) showed, through case reports, that flexibility in the 
manufactoring process is contingent upon an adaptable, multi-skilled workforce, which 
may be achieved only through semi-autonomous work group arrangements and a 
participative management style. This perspective appears to be consistent with Karasek's 
(1979) contention that increased control may reduce stress without threatening 
productivity. 
However, it has also been pointed out that while there may be a strong case for the 
importance of job control, the conceptualization and the operationalization of the construct 
is still unclear (Sauter, Hurrell & Cooper, 1989). Perhaps, as Sauter, Hurrell and Cooper 
(1989) point out "job control" is usually defined in a fairly narrow manner suggestive of 
the Hackman & Oldham (1975) autonomy construct: "the degree to which the job provides 
substantial freedom, independence and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work 
and in determining the procedure to be used in carrying it out". For example, Karasek 
(1979) defines control as "... the working individual's potential control over his task and 
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his conduct during the working day". In contrast to Hackman and Odlham's (1975) items 
to assess autonomy (i. e., personal decisions, initiative, judgement and freedom), job 
control scales today, according to Sauter, Hurrell and Cooper (1989), are 
multidimensional and appear to overlap with dimensions of work, which seem 
theoretically distinct from control as characterized by Hackman & Oldham. That is, some 
of the items comprising job control scales in recent occupational health studies, according 
to Sauter and Hurrell's review, include the following: "dealing with customers/ clients or 
the public (Haynes et al., 1987); creative work (Karasek, 1979); possibilities for ongoing 
education as part of the job (Johnsons & Hall, 1988); repetitious/monotonous work 
(Haynes et al., 1987; Karasek, 1979; Karasek et al., 1981); years training/educational 
requirements of the job (Karasek, 1979; Karaseck et al., 1981); and skill utilization 
(Sauter, 1983)". 
Thus, as Sauter, Hurrell and Cooper suggest, there appears to be a need for an elaborate 
and comprehensive stress model incorporating control, and to consider personal and work 
situations, which may moderate the control-health relationship. For example, Miller and 
Birnbaum (1989) suggested that individual coping styles can play a role in the control- 
health relationship. However, Bazerman (1982) and Steptoe (1989) report that persistence 
in efforts to control difficult or impossible tasks can have adverse effects on health. 
The lack of significant "main-effects" by any of the job stressors on psychosomatic 
complaints for supervisors, may perhaps suggest that supervisors are better copers or have 
a greater opportunity to cope better with the demands and constraints of the job, than sales 
assistants. This seems to be consistent with Broadbent (1986) and other interactionists 
views that some types of work can be damaging to health, but people may be protected 
from such effects by the presence of coping strategies. However, Broadbent (1986) also 
postulated the view that people can cope with one or even two potentially stressful factors, 
but if several combine, then they capitulate. 
Given their low opportunities to control their work stressors, the findings for sales 
assistants may be more consistent with the main-effects model that predicts that people in 
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some repetitive/low stimulating jobs exhibit poor well-being and lower job satisfaction 
than their counterparts. 
Coping Effectiveness: 
In the final analysis of this study, an attempt was made to investigate the two mechanisms 
through which coping styles and neuroticism, can affect psychosomatic health and job 
dissatisfaction, independently for sales assistants and supervisors. 
With respect to psychosomatic complaints, the results indicate that, whereas for 
supervisors both main and interactive models were operative, for sales assistants only the 
direct effects model appeared to be operative. This seems to support the view that 
supervisors unlike sales assistants appear to have more control over their work 
environment, and hence, may also have more opportunities to cope with stressors. 
However, pronounced coping differences were observed among the job stressors and not 
all coping styles produced a classic stress-buffering effect. That is, for supervisors, the 
stress-buffering effect for both problem- and emotion-focused coping styles on 
psychosomatic complaints, was only operative with the job stressor related to 
"Environment & Social-Work Conditions". This seems to be consistent with the view that 
only interpersonal job stressors perceived as controllable elicit problem-focused coping 
(Folkman, 1982), and direct action is ineffective when the stressor is perceived as 
uncontrollable (e. g., Felton et al., 1984). Moreover, the stress-enhancing effect of 
problem-focused coping styles on psychosomatic complaints, for supervisors, is consistent 
with reports of increased distress among workers who attempt to control stressful 
situations, which may be out of their control (Howard et al., 1975). On the other hand, 
the view that the most efficient coping modes in work settings, are emotion-focused 
coping modes, may not always be true for all types of emotion-focused coping modes, and 
it may depend on the type of stressor, outcome and population under investigation. 
However, as proposed by Kaufman and Beehr (1986) and Edwards (1988) any interaction 
with a source of stress, may be stressful in itself. 
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Nevertheless, consistent with Aldwin & Revenson's (1987) findings, main-effects were 
found only for emotion-focused coping styles and not for problem-focused coping styles. 
The only two significant main-effects found for sales assistants with problem-focused 
coping, were very small and might only have occurred by chance, as was the case for the 
significant interaction terms found for sales assistants with Escape-Avoidance coping on 
psychosomatic complaints. This seems to suggest that, as proposed by Aldwin and 
Revenson (1987), how one copes with emotions in a stressful situation may be more a 
function of an individuals personality than of the situation. On the other hand, given that 
only the moderating effects of coping styles were investigated in this study, one would 
expect therefore, following this perspective that, only direct effects would be observed for 
personality dispositions. That is, according to Lazarus' (1993), "coping style emphasize 
personality dispositions or traits, which to some extent transcend the influence of 
situational context and time on the choice of coping strategy", whereas "coping process 
emphasizes temporal and contextual influences on coping, and the changes associated with 
them". 
With respect to job dissatisfaction, the results indicate that for sales assistants, neither 
main or interactive effects were operative. This seems to suggest that for this population, 
coping styles do not have an effect on job dissatisfaction either directly or indirectly. 
However for supervisors, both models were operative, depending on type of coping style. 
Overall for supervisors, with respect to problem-focused coping, only a small main-effect 
was found for Planful Problem Solving coping, which might have occurred due to 
confounding factors, such as prior job dissatisfaction. Thus, given that only interaction 
terms were found for problem-focused coping styles, seems to once again be consistent 
with Aldwin and Revenson's (1987) findings. The interactive effects observed however, 
for problem-focused coping styles were only operative with job stressors related to 
Interpersonal Relations, which is also consistent with Folkman's (1982) argument. 
In sum, the results of this study, with respect to coping appear to indicate the following: 
(1) even though sales assistants and supervisors appear to rely on both forms of coping 
styles to deal with work stressors, supervisors employ significantly more problem-focused 
coping styles; (2) Supervisors also appear to be more "adaptive", which according to 
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Lazarus (1993) "refers to the effectiveness of coping in improving the adaptational 
outcome", than sales assistants. This is not surprising, given that supervisors appear to 
have overall more responsibility and control over their work environment than sales 
assistants. However, coping styles were also found to increase outcomes directly and 
indirectly. Perhaps as suggested by Aldwin and Revenson (1987), whether or not coping 
is successful in reducing stress may well depend on whether it is perceived as facilitating 
a solution. As such, it may be fruitful to include a measure of self-efficacy in an attempt 
to examine the effectiveness of coping modes, and to distinguish between its short- and 
long-term effects (Schreurs et al., 1984), as already discussed; and (3) coping 
effectiveness appears to depend not only on the type of coping involved, but also on the 
nature of the stressful situation, outcome variables and population under investigation. 
Thus, inconsistent results in the literature of stress-moderating effects of coping may be 
related to the specific situations and populations in which patterns are investigated as well 
as to the different measures employed. Moreover, coping strategies may have only a 
limited impact on work stressors, because work stressors are not easily avoided. There 
is some longitudinal evidence that coping strategies are not successful in changing later 
work stressors and stressor perceptions (Menaghan & Merves, 1984). 
With respect to the relationship between job stressors and coping styles, the results 
revealed significantly more coping styles were associated with the job stressor for sales 
assistants than for supervisors, which was related to increased job stress. This was 
particularly true for Escape-Avoidance. However, given the cross-sectional design of this 
study, it is difficult to determine the direction of the effect with certainty. 
Moderating Effects of Neuroticism on Outcomes: 
With respect to psychosomatic complaints, for both sales assistants and supervisors, the 
results revealed that neuroticism was found to have significant main-effects, which were 
related to increased psychosomatic complaints. However, there were no significant 
interactions. These results appear to be consistent with reports that individuals high on 
neuroticism may experience more distress regardless of the situation. Moreover, 
consistent with Ormel and Wohlfarth (1991) study, neuroticism was also found to be a 
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more powerful predictor of psychosomatic complaints, for both populations, than any of 
the job stressors. However, as previously discussed, a number of factors should be taken 
into consideration when the effects of neuroticism on well-being are investigated in future 
studies. 
With respect to job dissatisfaction, the results revealed that neuroticism only had small, 
but significant main-effects, which were related with increased job dissatisfaction, but not 
with all job stressors. Whereas for supervisors, only two of five significant interaction 
effects were found. The larger interaction term was with the job stressor related to "Job 
Characteristics & Promotion Opportunities", and was in the predicted direction. Thus, 
perhaps supervisors high on neuroticism scores, perceive this job stressor as more 
demanding or threatening than supervisors low on neuroticism. On the other hand, it may 
be as McCrae and Costa (1986) suggested, neuroticism may be negatively related to the 
adequacy of actual coping with this job stressor. However, the smaller interaction term 
with the job stressor related to "Interpersonal Relationship with Customers", is more 
difficult to explain, since it was similar to the classic stress-buffering role of coping 
variables. 
These results although not without limitations, also appear to demonstrate that inconsistent 
results in the literature with respect to moderating effects, may be due to the different 
measures employed as well as specific situations and populations in which patterns are 
investigated. Moreover, there are always a number of possible factors that might have 
contributed to the results, but which were not investigated. 
"Limitations & Future Recommendations" 
This study has several important limitations. First, the size of the sample for supervisors 
in some analyses, was very small. Thus certain effects may have not emerged because 
of low statistical power. Although the small sample size was due to having to divide the 
questionnaire into several parts, this prevented the testing of more realistic models. 
A second limitation in this study was brought about by the use of only self-report 
measures, and the fact that one cannot establish causality with cross-sectional designs. 
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Thus, the explicit causal assumptions made are disputable. Cross-sectional data, provides 
just one aspect of the process. Hence, the data cannot provide information on how 
different facets of the stress and coping process unfold, their sequencing and relationship 
over time (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). It has been suggested that longitudinal designs can 
be employed to reduce the problems associated with cross-sectional studies, particularly 
empirical validations of causal inferences. However, these designs are not always possible 
in some settings, and there have been others (e. g., Frese & Zapf, 1988) that view the 
problems of conceptualizing how causes can have effects, as starting with longitudinal 
designs. According to Frese & Zapf (1988), "there is no conceivable design in which the 
full causal impact of the stressor on ill-health is present at any one point... some kind of 
correlation-reducing mechanism will always be operative". 
Problems with self-report data have been widely discussed, and the overall consensus, is 
that ultimately, their reliability and validity will depend on whether they can be verified 
by other methods (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter, DeLongis, & Gruen, 1986). 
However, as Lazarus (1993) also suggested, one reason for the extensive dependence on 
self-reports, is the difficulty in mounting multimethod research in which behavioural and 
physiological criteria are employed. Overall, the question of causality and alternative 
methodologies, needs to be more fully explored. Nevertheless, we believe that this study 
can contribute to an understanding of the relationship among the many factors 
investigated. 
Thirdly, the small or non-significant associations observed in this study and others, 
between job stressors and outcomes, has led many researchers to suggest that the 
aetiological significance of stress may be exaggerated. However, there are a large number 
of methodological and theoretical reasons why correlations between job stressors and 
dysfunctioning should be low (Frese & Zapf, 1988). According to these authors, one 
should be skeptical of large correlations, given the complexity of the measurement 
problems, the complexity of different kinds of causal models involved, the role of 
moderators, biological factors and early life experiences, and the fact that the workplace 
is only one of the many areas of life, which have an influence on the development of ill- 
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health. Moreover, correlations will only occur under certain circumstances, and even 
small correlations can be important. 
Other methodological problems inherent in most studies of stress at work, according to 
Frese and Zapf (1988), and which could also apply to this study, include the following: 
(a) the large unsystematic error variance, which even good measures have, and which lead 
to lower correlations; (b) the difficulty in assessing all of the stressors present at work, 
which lead to an under-representation of stressors and hence to small correlations. As this 
study has demonstrated, this is particularly true of global stress measures; (c) although, 
objective measurement of stressors may lead to underestimates of correlations, we suggest 
that these should be included, along with subjective measures, whenever possible, for 
more reliable results; (d) even though this study carried out research on many retail stores 
throughout the U. K., given that they were all part of the same retail company, it is 
possible that these results are not representative of other retail companies and hence, 
suffer from what Frese and Zapf (1988) call "restriction of variance" ; (e) most research 
on stress also suffers from a "selection effect". That is, it is possible that those 
individuals who suffer the most stress in the workplace, were absent due to illness 
(possibly work-related), had left the workplace, etc.. Therefore, they are under- 
represented in the sample ("healthy work effect", Frese & Okonek, 1984; McMichael, 
1976; Waldron et al., 1982); (f) overall, there may be a number of factors, unidentified 
in this study, that might have contributed to the low associations. 
A number of researchers have in recent years suggested that the progress towards a better 
understanding of the stress process can only be achieved by altering the way in which 
stress at work is investigated (e. g., Brief & Atieh, 1987). In terms of work stressors a 
number of specific measurement issues have been identified. This study has managed to 
incorporate most of these, but not all. That is, developing scale items which are relevant 
(De Frank, 1988; Glowinkowski & Cooper, 1985); consideration of the way scales are 
worded (Kasl, 1987; Tracey & Johnson, 1981), and estimates of intensity and frequency 
(De Frank, 1988). According to Dewe (1991a) in an attempt to investigate what we are 
measuring, there is the need to use rating scales that measure demand associated with 
work roles rather than imply it. Dimensions of stress such as intensity and frequency and 
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their product became a focal point of this study. However, in future, consideration should 
be taken to include "positive, negative and neutral" items (Kasl, 1987; Tracey & Johnson, 
1981) and incorporation of the temporal nature of the experience (Bailey & Bhagat, 1987). 
In addition, this study also employed qualitative and quantitative methods to explore the 
nature and type of work stressors, as well as their meaning. However, even though the 
meaning or what was at "stake", was investigated, by asking the question "why is this 
situation a problem/ or bothersome", the relative empirical contribution of the different 
appraisals in a stressful situation as suggested by Dewe (1991b), may need to be examined 
in future. Moreover, a number of issues could be further investigated in future, with the 
type of methodology employed in this study. These include: differentiating between 
chronic and acute stressors (Beehr & Franz, 1987; Newton, 1989); the type of effect 
produced by these different stressors (Pratt & Barling, 1988); and the individual and 
organizational interventions required to deal with such stressors (Pratt & Barling, 1988; 
DeFrank, 1988). Thus, by distinguishing between the types of stressor and by measuring 
a range of outcomes as well as by accepting the criticism that most outcome measures 
narrowly conceptualize stress, Dewe (1991a) argues that the likelihood of finding the very 
specific effect of a stressor is higher. 
With respect to coping, initially an attempt was made to investigate situation-specific 
coping efforts, as well as stress-related manifestations. However, there were numerous 
difficulties involved as already discussed. One of the difficulties involved the separation 
of coping thoughts and actions under stress from their outcomes. Another problem that 
cannot be ruled out in this type of study, is that some retail staff were providing a socially 
acceptable response. Moreover, even though the coping items were derived from the 
group discussions and interviews, not enough time was spent in identifying situation- 
specific coping efforts, these seem to overlap with job stressors and stress-related 
outcomes. Hence, our discussion is restricted to the limited range of coping efforts 
assessed. 
The factor analysis of the coping measure in the pilot study identified only one coping 
component involving a number of quite distinct behavioural and cognitive avoidance 
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strategies. This finding could indicate that the constraints of the work limit direct attempts 
to alter the stressful encounter. However, the pilot coping measure did not ask how the 
subjects coped with a specific problem, but how they usually dealt with problems at work. 
Future reseach on coping efforts, as already pointed out by many authors, needs to be 
more situation-specific. 
Thus, if coping can be seen as a complex process involving multiple activities with 
different functions, what is needed is a research strategy which identifies the relationship 
of different coping activities at one moment across time and across situations (Kuhlmann, 
1990). On the other hand, it may be as Cox and Ferguson (1991) suggested, that "all 
coping serves one overall function: that of creating a sense of control and of dealing with 
the emotional correlates of stressful events". Beyond this, they argue, "coping strategies 
have three functions rather than two". That is, "problem-solving, event reappraisal and 
avoidance". Whatever perspective one adopts, to study coping as a process, it is generally 
agreed that, one needs a more situation-specific approach. 
In the end, the approach adopted by this study, is similar to that of Carver's et at., 
(1989), and assumes only that individuals tend to adopt certain coping modes as relatively 
stable preferences. Although, some researchers have shown that differences in coping 
style are tied to personality differences (e. g., Bolger, 1990), as Carver et al (1989) 
pointed out "stable preferences may derive from personality, or they may develop for 
other reasons". However, as Carver et al. further argued, "there may be a merit in 
studying coping preferences apart from personality traits". 
One of the reasons for studying coping styles, was to investigate the two mechanisms 
(direct &/or interaction models) through which they could affect psychosomatic complaints 
and job dissatisfaction. However, as pointed out by Lazarus (1993), as with coping 
efforts there are a number of problems when investigating coping styles. That is, (1) 
unlike coping efforts, coping styles do not adequately provide a description of the detailed 
specific coping strategies, or predict "intraindividual" variations in the way given sources 
of stress are dealt with in specific contexts; (2) influenced by what is socially desirable 
or ideal, subjects may be only giving a vague impression about how they would prefer to 
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cope. This problem according to Lazarus, is also common in measures of subjective well- 
being. Although, Lazarus (1993) concludes that approaches to coping as a style and as 
a process, supplement each other and "are both essential in that they address different 
aspects of the problem", he also points out that "to verify the assumption that what is 
thought or done in any single encounter is characteristic of the person across encounters, 
one would have to try the method repeatedly over time or across encounters, something 
that is rarely done". This he acknowledges, may be due to the fact that, "to study coping 
over time and across diverse sources of stress in the same persons in sufficient numbers 
to address both its process and trait aspects, and to do this with an appreciation of the 
whole person, calls for complex, long-term research designs", which are difficult in 
"... the current institutional and research funding climate". 
Finally, although this study attempted to investigate the direct and moderating effects of 
coping styles and neuroticism on two outcome variables, across diverse sources of specific 
job stress, due to the cross-sectional design and other factors, this analysis is also not 
without its problems. However, these have already been discussed. 
Nevertheless, this study has managed to demonstrate the following: (1) that occupationally 
specific measures are better at capturing the uniqueness of a particular work situation, 
even if they make cross-sectional comparisons difficult; (2) frequency and intensity 
measures of job stress are useful to differentiate between different types of stressors and 
should be included and combined, whenever possible, to provide a more relative measure 
of job stress; (3) although, job stressors contributed the most variance to the perception 
of overall job stress, there were also several personal and situational factors that 
contributed to the perception of job stress; (4) there may be several methodological, 
statistical and theoretical reasons for the low associations between job stressors and 
outcomes. However, this study has also attempted to demonstrate that at least for 
supervisors, perhaps some of these have been buffered or even eliminated, by some 
coping preferences, if not coping efforts or other unidentified variables in this study; and 
finally, (5) that job stressors and individual differences (coping style and neuroticism) may 
be dependent on each other in predicting outcomes, but this may depend on the type of 
stressor, population and measures employed. 
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REVIEW OF MAIN PSYCHOLOGICAL ISSUES 
INTRODUCTION: 
The main aim of this study was to examine the nature and "effects" of stress upon a 
particular occupational group, retail staff. Inevitably, a major element of the work 
concentrated upon devising an appropriate instrument with which to measure stressors. 
There is a danger when examining any phenomenon in detail, that the main thrust of the 
work may become obscured (the classic... "can't see the wood for the trees syndrome"). This 
current study is a detailed study, and this section is intended to review the main issues which 
arose in conducting, analyzing and interpreting the research. 
1. DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: 
All researchers in the field of stress complain about problems of defining the concept. It is 
undeniable that much confusion has been generated over the years by woolly-thinking and 
careless use of words. The problem has never been solely one of terminology. Happily we 
have moved on from earlier work in which the researcher essentially defined stress simply 
in terms of workload, or the occurrence of situations determined by consensus to be stressful, 
or in terms of responses that are sometimes consequences of stress. The basis of the 
Transactional approach is that it emphasizes the individual's perception of situations which 
they encounter, their appraisal of the demands which such situations place upon them, and 
their ability to cope with these demands. Whilst this approach concentrates upon the active 
(more accurately, interactive , role of the individual in identifying those situations which are 
perceived as potentially stressful, it is not without its problems. 
Clearly if we wish to access people's perceptions of situations and environments, their 
assessment of demands and their coping resources, such aspects are only available from the 
individual themselves. They are internal, psychological processes. We have no avenue other 
than self-reports to research such processes. This raises the important issue of the extent to 
which individuals share a common, consensual way of describing their psychological states. 
The term "stress" is after all, no more than a convenient shorthand, a label which has 
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permeated into the common lexicon over recent years. A cynic might argue that "stress" 
does not exist as anything identifiably different from states which in earlier times would have 
gone under different labels,... worried, anxious, bothered, troubled, etc. This is undoubtedly 
true, and it behoves all researchers in the field, including this one, to be aware that the 
concepts and models underlying current thinking are just that, concepts and models. It might 
be countered that supplementing self-report measures with physiological/biochemical 
measures goes some way to overcoming these objections, as was initially proposed in this 
research. However, even "objective" measures of this type require underlying assumptions 
concerning their relationship with psychological states. 
2. GLOBAL or SPECIFIC STRESS MEASURES: 
Global stress measures, such as Spielberger's JSS, which was also investigated here, are 
essentially derived by identifying a range of situations which are thought to be common 
across occupations, and labelling them under an appropriate heading, i. e., Lack of Support, 
Job Pressure, Workload, Role-conflict, etc. The alternative approach, adopted by this study, 
was to develop a occupation-specific stress measure. 
This study attempted to demonstrate the value of investigating occupation-specific stressors 
as opposed to labelling events as stressors on a priori basis, which serves only to explain 
rather than define stressors. A case in point is that Role Conflict and Ambiguity appear to 
be dependent on the source of conflict. That is, for this retail sample, role expectations best 
describing conflict appear to be embedded in constructs such as Interpersonal 
Relations/Conflicts with Superiors, Customers, Colleagues and Organisation. Job/ task 
ambiguities/ uncertainties in the workplace or "lack of information concerning the proper 
definition of the job" (Kahn et al., 1964), may be dependent on the lack of support, effective 
communication, training provided by the Organisation or the Interpersonal Relationships 
within the organisation. 
Another advantage of occupational-specific measures of stress is that they are better than 
global stress measures, such as the one provided by Spielberger (JSS), at identifying specific 
stressors and of capturing the unique subtleties of a particular work situation. This view is 
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consistent with previous research cited by Dewe (1991a) and with our findings which clearly 
suggest that the 30-JSS stressful situations do not cover sufficiently the full range of possible 
facets of job stress for sales assistants and in particular for supervisors. 
Although, global stress measures may make cross-situation comparisons easier, as pointed 
out by Folkman (1982), this study points to the fact that common stressors (e. g., Workload) 
can also be identified with occupation-specific stress measures. 
Some would argue that there is room for both global and occupation-specific measures in the 
study of stress. That is, the situation is in many ways analogous to that in Job Analysis, 
wherein occupations may be grouped into "Job Families" which are suitable for analysis by 
a global measure (Pearlman, 1980). However, whilst the use of global measures may be 
adequate as a preliminary screening instrument for pre-determined stress factors, an 
occupation-specific measure would both broaden and deepen the analysis of populations and 
environments which are inherently unique. 
Overall, this study emphasizes the need to develop for each environment a specific measure 
of stress, since the person's perception and construction of their physical and social 
environment which derives from the person's appraisal (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) of their 
adaptation to the demands which are made upon them (Cox et al., 1983) cannot be expected 
to be the same for different working environments. We also further recommend that 
whenever global stress measures are employed, such as the JSS, these be adapted for 
different populations and situations. The contribution of this research is to reaffirm the value 
of specific stress measures, and to point to some of the dangers of using global stress 
measures. 
The issue as to whether occupational-specific measures offer greater predictive value than 
global stress measures, was not fully explored. That is, due to the small sample of subjects 
who responded to both the JSS and the outcome measures, only the predictive value of the 
specific stress measures were examined. Nevertheless, on one occasion where both measures 
were regressed on an overall job stress score, extracted from both measures, the results 
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clearly indicate that the occupation-specific stressors contributed significantly more to the 
perceptions of overall job stress than the global stressors. This seems to indicate that even 
though the occupation-specific stressors may be better at predicting overall perceptions of job 
stress, in future there is also the need to evaluate their predictive value in relation to global 
stress measures in predicting stress-related outcomes, such as general health, job satisfaction 
and health behaviours. 
3. QUANTITATIVE or QUALITATIVE MEASURES: 
Another major psychological issue that emerged in conducting this study and which is related 
to the above theme, is the use of both qualitative and quantitative methodologies. It is clear 
from this study that in order to investigate specific work stressors and to capture the 
subtleties of the work situation both approaches are needed. That is, while an appreciation 
of the meaning and appraisal of work stressors was achieved through group discussions and 
semi-structured interviews with both sales assistants and supervisors, subsequent quantitative 
measurement of the key elements of the experience identified in the qualitative study, 
provided the most efficient means of assessing the relative strengths and relations between 
the elements. 
The arguments surrounding the value of quantitative versus qualitative techniques are not, 
of course, new (Behling, 1980). However, it is quite clear that there is now recognition that 
qualitative methods offer opportunities to generate rich and useful data in the field of 
organizational behaviour. The present research demonstrates the value of using both 
methods. 
Perhaps one could argue that in this study, the researcher was not just attempting to 
investigate a "stress measure" but instead the researcher was looking at a "stress strategy". 
Consistent with the approach of investigating coping "strategies", as opposed to coping 
"styles" or preferences of coping, where the coping mode is evaluated in relation to the 
specific stressful situation, stress is evaluated in relation to the person's perceptions of the 
specific situation. This study therefore suggests that the evaluation of stress is a two stage 
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process. More specifically, (1) the identification of specific stressors for different 
environments; and (2) the quantification of the key elements identified in the first instance. 
The qualitative methods used were Group Discussions (Focus Groups), and In-depth 
interviews. These are not of course the only techniques available, and future studies may 
wish to concentrate upon other methods. Luthans and Martinko (1987) make a strong plea 
for more observational studies to replace and supplement the current reliance upon 
questionnaires. Future research in this field might well adopt their suggestions. 
4. SCORING STRESS ITEMS: 
This study also raises the issue of the role of frequency and intensity scores, and the product 
of these, as a mechanism for measurement of stress. As pointed out by several researchers, 
the methods employed to rate events are a function of how stress is defined. According to 
the more contemporary definition of stress, the individual evaluates stressful events in terms 
of demands, and also in terms of other stress dimensions, such as frequency and duration (De 
Frank, 1988; Dewe, 1991a). An obvious advantage in examining both frequency and 
intensity levels of stress for each stressful situation, is the fact that work stressors can be 
distinguished between the occurrence of an event and its impact. This issue appears to be 
consistent with our findings and previous research (e. g. Dewe, 1985; Van Der Ploeg et 
al., 1986) which suggest that different work stressors are not perceived to have the same 
frequency and intensity levels, and hence, like stressors, psychological stress is a 
multidimensional phenomenon. 
In addition to just measuring the amount of stress associated with each stressor (e. g., Cooper 
et al., 1988, Occupational Stressor Indicator for managers), or the frequency of stressors (as 
Dewe, 1988, in an attempt to measure the kinds of stressors encountered in different 
settings), a "product method" was employed, in order to represent the interaction between 
intensity and frequency. 
The product method is probably the simplest method available, and consisted of combining 
the two dimensions of stress. This was done by multiplying each item pair (ie., each 
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correspondent score on the intensity and frequency scale) to provide a single item product. 
More specifically, the degree of perceived job stress was determined by the individual 
estimates of intensity/ amount of job stress perceived in association with perceived frequency/ 
occurrence of job stress. 
However, it should be appreciated that for the simple product method of scoring, an 
assumption is made that frequency and intensity are equally weighted for any given stressor. 
It is quite likely that chronicity could mean very high frequency and very low intensity (eg., 
a score of 5x1= 5), or it could also mean, very low frequency and high intensity (eg., a 
score of 1x5= 5), such as in acute stress. The findings presented in this thesis appear to 
suggest that both the intensity and frequency of the stressor are important in their own right 
to the study of stress. The point is made that the interaction between these features is also 
of some importance in measuring individual differences in stress. It must be acknowledged 
that the model applied here is somewhat crude. Due effort may be usefully applied to the 
problem of identifying optimal weighting strategies. Empirical methods such as dual scaling 
procedures may be useful in this context. 
S. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES IN THE SAMPLE: 
Although to the lay-person the jobs of sales assistants and supervisors may appear similar, 
the study shows that there were several differences. That is, according to our findings, sales 
assistants differed from supervisors with respect to demographic variables (e. g., the average 
supervisor is younger, works more hours and gets more pay). Moreover, it would appear 
that because supervisors have more responsibility and control at work, and supervisors 
employ more problem-solving coping than sales assistants. Sales assistants and supervisors 
also differed with respect to some specific job-stressors but not all. That is, supervisors 
perceive more Workload than sales assistants, and unlike sales assistants they also perceive 
job stress related to Environmental Factors & Social-Work Conditions (an occupation-specific 
stressor identified earlier in the qualitative and pilot study). However, common to both 
groups there were stressors related to Interpersonal Relations with Superiors, Organisation, 
Customers, Promotion Opportunities and Job Characteristics. It was therefore an advantage 
to examine these two groups separately in both the qualitative and main quantitative study. 
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This study therefore suggests that common as well as specific stressors can be identified with 
occupation-specific measures. In addition, this study also suggests that for a more complete 
picture in future, comparison groups to test for differences be adopted in occupational stress 
studies, and that test of differences be further employed to investigate different types of 
population involved (eg., full-time versus part-time, different retail skills), as well as 
different aspects of the environment (eg., food department versus children department), in 
addition to the nature and type of stressors and their occurrences. 
This research has certainly demonstrated that comparison of superficially similar jobs is 
fraught with potential pitfalls. It further raises the question of what level of detail should be 
employed in selecting comparison samples. It is clear that future studies will greatly benefit 
from extensive pilot and pre-pilot work in exploring the nature of different occupational 
samples. It will be the responsibility of each researcher to justify (and demonstrate) that 
samples are comparable. Clearly a fine line has to be drawn between studies with cross- 
occupation comparisons, and the reductio-ad-absurdum of comparisons between individuals. 
6. MEDIATOR VS MODERATOR VARIABLES: 
Proponents of the Interactional and Transactional view of stress also point out that "appraisal 
is mediated by individual differences, and the coping which may follow varies between 
individuals, and this variation may moderate the stress-outcome relationship" (Cox & 
Ferguson, 1991). Following this perspective research can be directed at investigating the 
possible influence of individual differences on the stress-health relationship at two major 
points: (1) mediators of stress appraisal or (2) moderators of stress-outcome relationship. 
That is, according to the Cox and Ferguson's (1991) definition, "a mediator variable is one 
that is responsible for the transmission of an effect, but does not alter the nature of the effect 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Kessler, 1983). On the other hand a moderator variable is one 
whose presence or level alters the direction or strength of the relationship between two other 
variables. " 
This study chose to investigate only moderator variables, but the researcher was nevertheless 
aware that given the conceptual and methodological differences between mediator and 
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moderator variables, different statistical procedures have been recommended. Therefore, if 
the role of a mediator variable was tested, instead of hierarchical multiple regressions, we 
would recommend that a sequence of three standard regressions were employed for a 
hypothesised mediator effect. That is, in the first regression equation, we would regress the 
mediator (e. g., a coping style or neuroticism) onto the independent variable (e. g., stressor) 
and then this stressor must affect the mediator; in the second regression equation, we would 
regress the dependent variable (e. g., an outcome variable) onto the independent variable 
(e. g., stressor), and the stressor must affect the outcome variable; finally, in the third 
equation, we would regress the dependent variable (an outcome variable) on to the mediator 
(coping or neuroticism) and independent variables (stressors), and the reduction in the 
regression coefficient between the stressor and outcome variables would be all that is 
required to indicate (partial) mediation. 
Although only moderator variables were examined, this study attempted to clarify some of 
the inconsistent results in the literature of the stress-moderating effects of individual 
variables, which are most likely to be related to the different measures employed. However 
it is clear that these would have been further elucidated by the use of a longitudinal design. 
In future research it would be interesting to investigate mediating effects particularly where 
interaction effects are not present. 
7. THE ROLE OF COPING & NEUROTICISM 
a) COPING 
A major component of any study on stress must concern itself with how individuals respond 
and deal with stress, i. e. coping. In the present study several major and interesting issues 
arose in relation to coping. 
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(i) MAIN vs INTERACTIVE EFFECTS 
One issue that emerged from our analysis on interaction or moderating effects was that 
coping effectiveness is dependent not only on the type of coping involved, but also on the 
nature of the stressful situation, outcomes and population under investigation. 
With respect to type of population, for supervisors the results revealed that even with a small 
number of subjects both main and interactive models were operative. However, for sales 
assistants where a significantly larger number of subjects were investigated, our findings 
appear to be consistent with previous attempts that failed to demonstrate the moderating 
effects of individual differences. Instead, significantly more direct effects were found for 
sales assistants than interactive effects. More specifically, for sales assistants only two 
significant interactive (buffer) effects occurred out of the possible 80 interactions, which 
seems to suggest that they might have occurred by chance. 
With respect to type of stressor, our results indicate that the strength and nature of both 
direct and interactive effects for the same coping style on outcome, varied across situations, 
for both sales assistants and supervisors. Thus future research on coping should attempt to 
identify the relationship of different coping modes across situations, populations and 
outcomes. 
Consistent with Aldwin & Revenson's (1987) findings, main effects were found only for 
Emotion- focused coping styles and not for Problem-focused coping styles, for both 
populations, when the outcome variable was psychosomatic complaints. Therefore, these 
findings appear to be consistent with the view that the way individuals deal with emotions 
in a stressful situation may be more a function of an individual's personality than 
environmental constraints. As such, main effects indicate predisposition factors or interaction 
of person-by-situation (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987). 
Thus, perhaps one of the reasons for significantly more main effects than interaction effects, 
at least for sales assistants, was due to the fact that these coping modes were treated as 
predispositions to cope rather than coping efforts. Alternatively, given the high associations 
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found for sales assistants, between these coping styles and job stressors, these findings could 
indicate that the constraints of the sales assistants' work limit direct attempts to alter the 
stressful encounter. Moreover, it is possible that certain forms of emotion-focused coping 
hinder problem-focused coping. For example, Escape-Avoidance coping, which was one of 
the most common coping modes employed by sales assistants, can reduce the possibility of 
communication, which in turn may interfere with effective problem-solving. 
Consistent with Aidwin and Revenson (1987) findings, some significant interactions were 
found for problem-focused coping, for supervisors, but contrary to their findings, interactions 
were also found for some emotion-focused coping modes. In addition, when the outcome 
variable was job dissatisfaction, problem-focused coping was found to have both direct and 
interactive effects for supervisors. Overall, some of these significant interactions may have 
been due to confounding factors, such as prior psychosomatic complaints and/ or job 
dissatisfaction. It is therefore recommended that one should control for these variables in 
future. 
The results also revealed that the stress buffering effect for both problem- and emotion- 
focused coping, was only operative with the job stressor related to "Environment & Social 
Work Conditions" for supervisors. This may be due to the fact that this job stressor may 
have been the only one, out of the five, that was perceived by supervisors as under their 
control. Moreover, with respect to job dissatisfaction, the results also revealed that the 
interaction effects of problem-focused coping styles were only operative with the stressor 
related to Interpersonal Relations. This appears to be consistent with Folkman's (1982) 
argument that the more interpersonal problems at work the more frequent is the use of coping 
directed at changing the situation. Also consistent with previous research, "direct action to 
reduce/ eliminate stressors" is ineffective when the stressor is uncontrollable (e. g., Caplan, 
Naidu & Tripathi, 1984; Felton, Revenson & Hinrichsen, 1984). 
However, the stress-enhancing effect of problem-focused coping with the stressor related to 
"Interpersonal Relationship with Customers" perhaps indicate that perceived inefficacy of a 
coping mode is more important than the use of coping per se. That is, whether or not coping 
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is successful in reducing stress may well depend on whether or not it facilitated an amiable 
solution (Aldwin & Revenson, 1987). It would perhaps be fruitful in future, to include a 
measure of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) in an attempt to examine the effectiveness of coping 
modes. 
It is also possible that the variety of coping styles and efforts an individual activates during 
a stressful situation may be more important for the effectiveness of coping than any single 
coping element or function. Thus, future research should also try to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a combination of coping strategies. Moreover, coping strategies may have 
only a limited impact on work stressors, because work stressors are not easily avoided. This 
argument is consistent with some longitudinal evidence that coping strategies are not 
successful in changing later work stressors and stressor perceptions (Menaghan & Merves, 
1984). 
(ii) INCREASED "EFFECTS" OF COPING ON OUTCOME & STRESSORS 
Another issue that emerged from our findings and which is also consistent with other findings 
(e. g., Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Boumans & Landeweerd, 1992), is that all subvarieties of 
emotion-focused coping styles examined in this study appeared primarily to increase 
psychosomatic complaints and job stress related to all job stressors. Due to the cross- 
sectional design of this study the issue that coping modes assessed here have adverse impacts 
on psychosomatic complaints and on job stressors cannot be resolved with confidence. 
However, it is possible that these findings indicate that emotion-focused coping styles may 
only offer a temporary solution. On the other hand, Aldwin and Revenson (1987) pointed 
to three main factors that might have led to this paradoxical finding. That is, in future there 
is a need to "identify adaptive coping strategies, delineate their contextual appropriateness, 
and understand how qualitative factors, such as level of effort and skill in using strategies, 
may affect the complex relation between coping and health". 
(iii) COPING STYLE vs COPING EFFORTS 
If coping can be seen as a complex process involving multiple activities with different 
functions, what is needed is perhaps a research strategy which identifies the relationship of 
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different coping activities at one moment in time across situations, as Kuhlmann (1990) 
suggested. Moreover, whatever perspective one adopts, to study coping as a process, it is 
also generally agreed that one needs a more situational-specific approach. In the end, the 
approach adopted by this study is similar to Carver's et al., (1989), and assumes only that 
individuals tend to adopt certain coping modes as relatively stable preferences. Although, 
some researchers have shown that differences in coping style are tied to personality 
differences (e. g., Bolger, 1990), Carver et al. has suggested that "there may be a merit in 
studying coping preferences apart from personality traits". However, as also pointed out by 
Lazarus (1993), similar problems arise when investigating coping styles, as are encountered 
in the study of coping efforts, as already discussed. One could concur with Lazarus' (1993) 
point however, that both approaches to coping, as a style and as a process, supplement each 
other and "are both essential in that they address different aspects of the problem". Thus, 
only by taking a dual approach to the study of coping will future research gain a greater 
insight into their complementary nature. 
(iv) PERCENTAGE OF SIGNIFICANT INTERACTIONS 
This study also points to the fact that the percentage of significant interactions found for 
supervisors for both psychosomatic complaints and job dissatisfaction, is higher than the 
percentage found in research studies reviewed by Cohen and Edwards (1989). However, the 
present analyses would also have been criticised by these authors for, for example, not 
controlling for low or no stress variables. Thus, making it difficult to determine with 
confidence whether the effects of these coping styles occur only under stress. However, 
given that there is still no consensus as to the best approach, it is perhaps advisable in future 
to specify the reasons for using the chosen approach. In this study we decided not to 
arbitrarily dichotomise the variables so that we could make better use of their continuum 
properties. 
(v) ARE SUPERVISORS BETTER COPERS? 
The lack of significant "main-effects" by any of the job stressors on psychosomatic 
complaints for supervisors, may perhaps suggest that supervisors are better copers or have 
a greater opportunity to cope better with the demands and constraints of the job, than sales 
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assistants. On the other hand, given the low opportunities for sales assistants to control their 
work stressors, the findings for sales assistants may be more consistent with the main-effects 
model that predicts that people in some repetitive/low stimulating jobs exhibit poor well- 
being and lower job satisfaction than their counterparts. However, as Sauter, Hurrell and 
Cooper (1989) suggested, in future there appears to be a need for an elaborate and 
comprehensive stress model incorporating control, and to consider personal and work 
situations, which may moderate the control-health relationship. 
(b) NEUROTICISM 
Understanding the influence of job stressors on health complaints/ job dissatisfaction is 
further complicated by the role of other individual difference variables besides coping. The 
role of neuroticism as an enhancing-moderator variable on the stressor-outcome relationship 
was also investigated since previous research has also indicated that neuroticism is implicated 
in our perceptions of stress and outcomes. 
(i) MAIN vs INTERACTIVE EFFECTS 
With respect to Neuroticism, whether or not main or interactive effects were operative also 
appears to be dependent on the population, stressor and outcome variable under investigation. 
Thus, inconsistent results in the literature of stress-moderating effects of individual variables 
may be related to the specific situations and populations in which patterns are investigated 
as well as to the different measures employed. Therefore, this study highlighted the fact that 
it is not appropriate to expect to find simple and consistent relationships between the major 
constructs and populations involved. Future research should bear this in mind (i. e., by 
manipulating one variable at a time while keeping the other constructs constant). 
(ii) THE PREDICTIVE "EFFECT" OF NEUROTICISM 
Another important finding that emerged was that Neuroticism was also found to be a more 
powerful predictor of psychosomatic complaints (but not of job dissatisfaction) for both sales 
assistants and supervisors, than any of the job stressors. This finding supports work by 
Costa and McCrae (1980), by Watson and Clark (1984), by Depue and Monroe (1986) and 
by Ormel & Wohlfarth's (1991) for the validity of the neuroticism construct, particularly 
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with respect to distress proneness, regardless of the situation. In addition, this study suggests 
that this finding also holds for different populations in a similar work environment. 
However, the strong direct effects observed may have been the result of other variables that 
were not measured in this study. Also by the exclusive reliance on self-report measures, the 
evoking effects of Neuroticism, could have been overestimated. Alternatively, given that 
prior psychosomatic complaints were not controlled for one could argue that psychosomatic 
complaints lead to increases in Neuroticism. However, this is rather unlikely, since 
Neuroticism has been shown to be a stable personality trait. Hence, the cause and 
mechanisms which may predict the direct relationships between neuroticism and health 
complaints remains unclear and deserves extensive research in its own right. 
8. STATIC vs PROCESS APPROACHES: 
Finally, the transactional approach to stress also describes a dynamic cybernetic system, in 
which reciprocal interactions occur between the individual's cognitive, perceptual, and 
emotional functions, on the one hand, and characteristics of the external environment on the 
other, where feedback loops allow the constant interplay among the components of the system 
to provide for a dynamic balance. However, with cross-sectional designs, our data provides 
only one aspect of the process. That is, our data cannot provide information on how 
different facets of the stress and coping process unfold, their sequencing and relationship 
over time (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). It has been suggested that longitudinal designs can 
be employed to reduce the problems associated with cross-sectional studies, particularly 
empirical validations of causal inferences. However, these designs are not always possible 
in some settings, and there have been others (c. f., Frese & Zapf, 1988) who view the 
problems of conceptualizing how causes can have effects, as starting with longitudinal 
designs. Unfortunately, even proponents of this approach believe that this approach is 
difficult if not impossible to measure, and this appears to be due to the following two reasons 
proposed by Derogatis (1982): (a) the fact that the transactional position is new in stress 
research, and thus far the transactional theorists have not provided a strong impetus for new 
research; and the fact that (b) measurement of a system in dynamic equilibrium poses certain 
psychometric difficulties. That is, the dynamic reciprocal relationship between the persons's 
adaptive mechanisms and the stimulus properties of the environment would constantly alter 
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component values. As Derogatis clearly points out "the conundrum may be more apparent 
than real, however, in that all measurement, even of dynamic systems, must have a stable 
time referent; what may emerge from the transactional position may be an innovative 
sequential measurement approach, which is what Lazarus (1980) appears to be striving for 
with his "ipsative-normative research designs". 
Capturing the essence of the stress experience therefore may be elusive and ultimately 
impossible in an ever changing internal and external personal environment. The best the 
stress research can hope for is the continuing elucidation of the psychological / extra-personal 
interface. 
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APPENDIX IA: 
THE ROLE OF A SALES ASSISTANT 
Service 
The video will provide a useful introduction to Marks and Spencer and the responsibilities of a 
Sales Assistant. 
After the video, discuss the main aspects of the work. The following points should be raised: 
Being friendly and polite when helping and advising customers. 
Serving customers at the till point. 
Being knowledgeable about the merchandise in your department. 
Controlling stock, pricing and maintaining displays. 
Counting stock and other clerical work. 
Cleaning. 
Controlling shrinkage, i. e. the loss of money and merchandise from the store. 
Discuss factors that contribute towards good service from experience as a customer in other stores: 
Help always available. 
Interest shown in customer need. 
Friendly, helpful approach. 
Personal service. 
Knowledge of merchandise. 
Speed and efficiency at till point. 
Tidy, well stocked displays. 
Responding to Customer Enquiries 
Always give accurate answers to customer enquiries. If a Sales Assistant does not know the answer, 
he or she should either find someone who does or find out for his or herself. Inaccurate information 
destroys customers' trust in our reliability. 
Make sure staff can respond to the following. quest ions. 
Where is the Customer Services Desk? 
Where is the Department? How do I obtain a refund? 
What is the "Collect by Car" service? 
Can you measure me? 
What are the store opening hours? 
Can I exchange this if it doesn't fit? 
May I bring these chocolates back if they are not suitable? 
44 ^ 
Clothing and Homeware 
The customer may want an exchange or refund for a number of reasons, for example: 
- wrong size or colour selected 
- manufacturing fault 
- poor fit 
The procedure to be adopted is as follows: 
- listen carefully 
- examine the merchandise tactfully 
- call for a senior member of staff 
- explain the customer's problem 
- be available in case your assistance is needed. 
Discuss the procedure for obtaining refunds in your store. Sales Assistants can help to minimise 
exchanges and refunds by offering advice and assistance at the time of sale. This will not only 
result in less inconvenience to the customer, but also save staff time. 
- offer advice on styles 
- point out washing instructions 
- give customers the opportunity to try on jackets, cardigans 
- hold garments against the customer in front of a mirror 
- measure customers who are in doubt about their size 
- offer alternatives 
- check that the garment is the same as that stated on the packet 
Foods 
Exchanges and refunds are usually only given for certain kinds of complaints. 
If a customer complains about a food product the Sales Assistant should listen carefully, call a 
senior member of staff and explain the problem. 
Stress the importance of not admitting liability in the case of sickness or injury. 
lk"1 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SALES ASSISTANT 
Objectives To gain an understanding of the role of a Sales Assistant. 
To appreciate the part that the Sales Assistant plays in providing good service on the 
Sales floor. 
Method During this period you will be fully involved in all the practical work of the section. 
You will be included in all the normal rotas and you will undertake the duties expected 
of a Sales Assistant. Use the Questions to Consider to enhance your understanding 
of the Sales Assistants' responsibilities. 
DETAILS I QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER I 
Service 
- Company policy on textiles 
- till training 
- procedures (complaints, refunds, receipts, etc. ) 
- wrapping policy 
- when to call a supervisor 
Compare the Textile section in your 
store with other retailers in the 
High Street 
Selling Merchandise 
- attitude to customers 
- contact with the customer 
- dealing with customer enquiries 
- layout of the section 
- layout of the store 
Knowledge of Merchandise 
- available information : Checking Lists 
Sales and Stock Reports 
Textile Dictionary 
Size Guides 
Ticketing 
Departmental Notes 
Group publications 
Head Office Mail 
Customer Liaison 
- How the Sales Assistant uses this information 
Methods of Display 
- countering/types of equipment 
- layout of counters 
- proportionate display 
- impact of merchandise 
- action to be taken as displays break down 
- new line treatment 
What information can you find on the 
sales and stock report to help customers? 
What other sources of information are 
there? 
Why do different areas of the store require 
varying types of service to the customer? 
See T. D. 2.08.86 Selling Techniques. 
What use is made of the regular 
information that is given in Sales and 
Distribution newsletters? 
See T. D. 2.00.85 Customer Relations 
Where would you find out the selling 
ratios for your section? What use will 
you make of this information? 
What preparations can be made when 
you expect a new line to sell-out on 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SALES ASSISTANT 
DETAILS 
Stock Control/Sales and Stock Reports 
use of Summaries of Distribution 
use of sales and stock reports/computer sheets 
catalogue counts 
stock adjustment reports 
stock ordering systems 
size ratios 
` visits to stockroom/when etc. 
withdrawal procedure 
pricing 
new lines 
checking of deliveries 
outside warehouse procedures 
kimball tags 
Administration 
I. D. L. 's 
transfers 
trial lines/highlights 
counting of checking list/sales and stock reports 
checking of errors 
Cash Procedures 
till procedure 
change indents 
counting of tills 
collection procedures 
cheque procedures 
chargecard 
refunds 
`difference to pay' 
E. P. 0. S. / S. P. 0. S. 
stolen cheques 
P. S. L O. N. /Price look up 
QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
What are the difficulties involved in 
counting checking lists? 
Why is it important that they are 
accurately counted? 
What is the difference between the 
Checking List and the Catalogue 
Count Form? 
What are the implications of a wrong 
count on an L D. L? 
Compile a `highlight' sheet for your 
section 
What are the implications of a wrong 
change order? 
How can you judge how much is 
necessary? 
What action is to be taken if you 
suspect a stolen cheque? 
Shrinkage control 
Meaning of shrinkage 
correct handling of merchandise to prevent shrinkage 
deterring shoplifting 
till procedures 
Pricing policy/checking 
What procedure do you follow when a 
customer reports someone who is acting 
suspiciously? 
Further Reading/Information Textile 
and Homeware Dictionary T. D. 26 kelping 
your Customer Sies Assistant Training Guide 
T. D. 1.09.86 
Clothing and Homeware 4Utia1 Training Guide T. D. 1.00.86 Selling Techniques T. D. 2.08.86 Customer Relations T. D. 2.00.85 
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FOOD SALES ASSISTANT 
Objectives To gain an understanding of the role of a Sales Assistant. 
To appreciate the role that the Sales Assistant plays in providing good service on foods. 
Methods During this period you will be fully involved in all the practical work of the section. You 
will be included in all the normal rotas and will undertake the duties expected of a 
Sales Assistant. Use the Questions to Consider to enhance your understanding of the 
Sales Assistant's responsibilities. 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Service 
- Company policy on foods Compare the Food Section with other 
- till training food stores in the High Street. 
- procedures for food complaints, refunds etc. 
- wrapping procedures What differences can you observe 
- when to call a supervisor between Foods and Clothing? 
Selling Merchandise 
- contact with the customer What major changes occur to the 
- dealing with common enquiries layout of the food section : 
- collect by car Why is this done? 
- layout of the food section 
Knowledge of Merchandise 
- available information : How are the prices on produce updated? 
checking lists/sales and stock reports 
food news How are new lines highlighted on the 
training publications (wine booklet etc. ) Food Section? 
ticketing 
departmental notices What liaison is necessary between the 
food customer services Sales Floor and the Warehouse to 
delivery patterns ensure that lines of all stock are on 
delivery to date reports display? 
- use of this information 
Stock ControVRotation 
- sell by dates Describe the difference between a 
- best before dates `sell by' and a `best before' date. 
- production codes What is the equivalent on frozen foods? 
- colour codes 
- frozen foods Where does the `out of life' list originate? 
- out of life list What action is taken with it? 
- stock counting for sales and stock reports 
- stock ordering : How is Saturday's waste accounted for 
principles when the checking lists are counted? 
equipment used 
date rotation 
layout of stockroom 
- waste recording 
- waste collection 
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FOOD SALES ASSISTANT 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Quality Control 
- packaging Carry out a quality control check on 
- baking quality your department 
- appearance What action do you now take with 
- bruising (especially on produce) your results? 
- date expired and damaged goods 
- quality checks 
- inspection of produce 
- handling of merchandise 
Shrinkage Control 
- meaning of shrinkage How do major causes of shrinkage on 
- correct handling of merchandise to prevent shrinkage the Food Section differ from those 
- stock rotation on Textiles? 
- waste recording 
- till procedure 
- pricing policy/checking 
Hygiene 
- cleaning of units Which departments need to be 
- evening checks monitored more regularly? 
Cash Procedures 
- cash Think of 5 good practices for speeding 
- cheques up procedures and maximising service 
- chargecard on the till at peak times. 
Further Reading/ Information 
Sales Assistant Training Guide - Foods T. D. 1.10.85 
Store Stock Control - Foods T. D. 4.00.86 
Checklist for Counting Checking Lists T. D. 4.02.86 
Checklist for Counting Waste T. D. 4.03.86 
Checklist for Recording Waste T. D. 4.04.86 
Checklist for Recording Sell-Outs T. D. 4.05.86 
Cold Chain Checking List Visual Aid T. D. 4.07.86 
Ambient Checking List Visual Aid T. D. 4.08.86 
Wines Booklet T. D. 341 
Maintain the Chain T. D. V. 80 
c" I 
22 SUPERVISION TRAINING GUIDE T. D. 7.01.86 
APPENDIX IB: 
JOB SPECIFICATION - THE SUPERVISOR 
The management team of a store share responsibility for its efficient and profitable operation. 
The Supervisor, in sharing this responsibility, is accountable for the operation of a particular section 
of that store. 
The three fundamental areas of the Supervisor's job are :- 
Stock 
The knowledge and efficient use of stock is a key area of the Supervisor's job. The control of stock 
both on and off the sales floor, and through administrative systems, makes a vital contribution to the 
profitability of the store. 
The Supervisor must be constantly aware of the need to maximise sales and minimise losses. 
Space 
The efficient use of selling space is a major part of the Supervisor's job. He/she must take decisions 
regarding the correct use of footage, and the control of the department's catalogue. The Supervisor must 
maintain high standards of display on the section. 
People 
Courteous service to the customer should be a priority for the whole team. 
The Supervisor is responsible for the work done on the section. 
He/she must ensure that efficient communication both on the section, and with management takes place. 
The Supervisor is responsible for the correct allocation of work, taking account of people's strengths and 
abilities. He/she has a responsibility to plan training; and to develop the individual's skills. 
These three key areas taken together form the guidelines against which the Supervisors performance 
will be measured. 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SUPERVISION - 
RESPONSIBILITY 
Duration 18 weeks. 
Comments The trainee will now have spent some time studying the job of the Supervisor with a 
view to running his/her own section. He/she should be satisfied that he/she understands 
the basic principles of the job, including the administration, organisation and 
control of staff and is now in a position to take responsibility for a Department. 
The next 18 weeks is not structured for the trainee by the Guide but Store 
Management should encourage the trainee to set him/herself realistic and achievable 
objectives or targets for this period of training. 
During the period of responsibility there are a number of things the trainee should be able to demonstrate. 
JOB KNOWLEDGE 
Standards of Service - Ability to maintain and promote standards of service. 
Knowledge of Merchandise -A working knowledge of major areas together with a full detailed 
knowledge of the trainee's own area. 
Ability to React to Sales -A commercial approach to the merchandise, anticipating trends and 
responding to sales in a prompt and effective way. 
Standards of Display - Maintenance of standards throughout the week. 
Control of Costs - Effective control of costs attributable to the section. 
- shrinkage 
- staffing 
- soiled and damaged 
- wrapping etc. 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 
Ability to Plan and Organise - Effective use of the resources available. 
Knowledge of Staff - Development of knowledge of the individuals on the section. 
Ability to Train and Develop - Involvement in the training of staff on the section. 
Ability to Maintain Morale - Development of a Management style which maintains good working 
relationships on the section. 
Ability to Communicate - Effectively, with all levels. 
Ability to Work under Pressure - Maintenance of standards, both technical and managerial, 
throughout changes of pace and pressure. 44 9 
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FOOD SUPERVISON - RESPONSIBILITY 
Duration 18 weeks. 
Comments The trainee will now have spent some time studying the job of the Supervisor with 
a view to running his/her own section. He/she should be satisfied that he/she 
understands the basic principles of the job, including the administration, organisation 
and control of staff and is now in a position to take responsibility for a Department 
The next 18 weeks is not structured for the trainee by the Guide but Store 
Management should encourage the trainee to set him/herself realistic and achievable 
objectives or targets for this period of training. 
During the period of responsibility there are a number of things the trainee should be able to demonstrate. 
JOB KNOWLEDGE 
Standards of Service - Ability to maintain and promote Company Standards. 
Knowledge of Merchandise -A working knowledge of major areas, a full detailed knowledge of 
the trainee's own departments. 
Ability to React to Sales/ Merchandising -A commercial approach to the merchandise, responding 
to sales, sell-outs in a prompt and effective way, and anticipating seasonal trends. 
Standards of Display - Maintenance of standards throughout the week. 
Control of Costs - Effective control of costs attributable to the section 
- waste 
- staffing 
- shrinkage 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 
Ability to Plan and Organise - Effective use of the resources available. 
Knowledge of Staff - Development of knowledge of the individuals on the section. 
Ability to Train and Develop - Involvement in the training and development of the staff on the 
food section. 
Ability to Maintain Morale and Team Spirit - Development of a style and approach which maintains 
good working relations on the section. 
Ability to Communicate - Effectively, with all levels. 
Ability to Work Under Pressure - Maintenance of standards both technical and managerial, 
throughout changes of pace, and pressure. 
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OUTLINE OF TRAINING PROGRAMME 
SUPERVISION TRAINEE (CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE) 
The time scale is only a guide and it is vital that satisfactory progress is reached at each stage before 
Progression onto the next stage. 
Approximate 
Duration Weeks 
Details Courses Assessment /Appraisal 
1 Introduction to the store 
3 Textile Sales Assistant 
(both high service/high 
volume departments) 
Supervision I 
1 Foods Sales Assistant - Introduction 
(to gain an understanding (2 days) 
of both cold chain and 
ambient departments) 
2 Textile stockroom (to include Assessment discussion 
some time in distribution with Store Management 
centre) 
17 Supervision Attachment to 
include 
General Office 2-3 wks 
Warehouse Foreman 1 wk Supervision II 
Store Detective 2 days - Textiles 
Display Assistant 3 days (3 days) 
Staff Management 1 wk 
(staffing only) 
Commercial Assessment discussion 
Management I wk with Store Management 
18 Responsibility for a Section An informal discussion 
(Section must be a on progress should 
meaningful size and take place during this 
responsibility should include period 
a peak trading period) 
4 Pre-Appointment Attachments Formal Appraisal 
to include Supervision III 
Staff Manager 2 wks - Management Office Manager 1 wk skills 
Manager/Assistant (4 days) 
Manager 1 wk 
46 TOTAL 
43i 
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OUTLINE OF TRAINING PROGRAMME 
SUPERVISION TRAINEE (FOODS) 
The time scale is only a guide and it is vital that satisfactory progress is reached at each stage before 
progression onto the next stage. 
Approximate Details Courses Assessment /Appraisal Duration Weeks 
1 Introduction to the store 
3 Foods Sales Assistant 
(1 week ambient, Supervision I 
2 weeks cold chain) - Introduction 
(2 days) 
1 Textile Sales Assistant 
2 Food Stockroom Assessment discussion 
(including at least 2 with Store Management 
early mornings) 
17 Supervision attachment to 
include 
General Office 2-3 wks 
Warehouse Foreman 1 wk Supervision II 
Store Detective 2 days - Foods 
Display Assistant ' day (3 days) 
Staff Management 1 wk 
(staffing only) 
Commercial Assessment discussion 
Management 1 wk with Store Management 
18 Responsibility for a Section An informal discussion 
(Section must be a meaningful of progress should take 
size and responsibility should place during this period 
include a peak trading period) 
4 Pre-Appointment Attachments Formal Appraisal 
to include Supervision III 
Staff Manager 2 wks - Management 
Office Manager 1 wk skills 
Manager/Assistant (4 days) 
Manager 1 wk 
46 TOTAL 
45z 
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FOOD SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
Duration 17 weeks. 
Objectives To study the job of the Supervisor in preparation for taking responsibility for part 
of the Food Section. 
To gain a full understanding of the systems and procedures of the sales floor 
through practical involvement 
Method Observation, instruction on Company policy, monitored work on the department 
and project work. 
Comments You should now begin to look at the Management aspects of the job rather than just 
considering the practical and technical problems that may occur. You should 
concentrate on the Supervisor's "approach" to the job of managing a section. 
Particular attention should also be paid to the liaison required between the Foreman 
and the Food Supervision team. 
JOB KNOWLEDGE 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Service and Selling 
Ensure your staff are capable of dealing with Conduct a service audit on your 
the following aspects of service : department See guide notes, page 99. 
- alertness to customers 
- confidence in dealing with customers What action would you take if a 
- helpfulness and courtesy poison food alert is received'' 
- ability to give relevant information to customers 
- customers letters 
- dealing with allegations of illness/injury caused 
by food 
Shrinkage Control 
Supervision of : Probe the recording of waste/date 
- price changes and pricing procedures expired food. Is every item being 
- food handling recorded? 
- control of out of life foods 
- stock rotation List the 10 most prevalent areas of 
- correction of till errors shrinkage on the Food section. 
- ticketing Are all the necessary steps taken to 
- quality checks ensure losses are minimised? 
- temperature checks If not, make recommendations. 
- price checks 
- list of lines with imminent expiry date 
- procedure for dealing with theft 
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FOOD SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO ANSWER 
Till Point/Cash and Security 
- till staffing What are the various sources of price 
- till procedure identification used by the Food section 
- reading tills for all departments? 
- price alterations and use of price cards 
- organisation of wrapping materials How do we dispose of date expired 
- bandit alarm food? What conditions do we lay 
- till counting down on its disposal? 
- allocation of change 
- staff purchases 
- control of food waste takings 
- catering purchases/ returns 
Quality Control 
- quality checks when filling up and during the day Who are the main competitors in your 
- checking of merchandise for area? Do a comparative shop on a new 
under/over ripeness line/range and report your findings. 
under/over baking 
damaged packaging 
-clear `sell by' date coding 
- tasting panels 
- comparative shopping 
- correct handling 
- corect storage 
- hygiene 
Food Handling and Hygiene 
- staff hygiene and health standards If the Environmntal Health Officer 
- daily/weekly cleaning routines called into the store, what would he 
- the work of the Environmental Health Officer be likely to do, and what action 
- cleanliness of equipment would you take? 
Estimate Sheet 
- estimated sales Complete the Food estimate card 
- shrinkage record and lower price sheet for 2 
- footages consecutive weeks. 
- new lines 
- staffing figures 
- food waste figures/ recovery rate 
Knowledge of Stock 
- knowledge of stock position What communication regarding 
- knowledge of deliveries and on orders stock levels is required between 
- probing a department the Food Supervisor and Foreman? 
- communication of information to Management 
and Head Office 
454 
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FOOD SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Layout and Display 
Layout : 
- proportionate display 
- planning layout of section 
- planning layout of department 
- use of counter plans 
- organisation and timing of moves 
- till point layout 
Display : 
- current display policy and restrictions What are the display restrictions of 
- classification and grouping of similar lines each cold chain department? 
and ranges 
- use of feature positions for best 
selling/ promotional lines 
- adjustments of displays due to stock position, 
sell out etc. 
Stock Control 
- methods of stock ordering Analyse the stock replenishment 
- procedure for filling up systems operating on the Food 
- checking sell by dates and stock position of section and make any 
short life lines recommendations. 
- stock rotation 
- liaison with food stockroom 
- inspection of food storage areas 
- pricing 
- early morning/evening deliveries 
Equipment 
- types of equipment used What different types of counter 
- ambient equipment are used on the Food 
- cold chain section? 
- frozen 
Merchandising 
Use and application of estimates : Look at the food estimate sheet on 
- food section Tuesday and suggest any layout 
- department changes. 
- group 
- individual lines 
Central Allocation 
- use of corrected sales column How can you influence your stock 
- intake patterns levels for cold chain, short/long life 
- amendment facilities ambient or frozen foods? 
- forward estimates 
- group and departmental check of total 
corrected sales 
- sell out times and out of life food 
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FOOD SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Long Life Allocation 
- central distribution system Produce a flow chart indicating the 
- use of corrected sales column systems employed to count a Food 
- action required on overstocks checking list/print a sales and stock 
- transfers report. 
- identification and correction of errors 
- sell out times and out of life foods 
Additional Information 
- new lines 
- merchandisiog. for, new lower price promotions 
- on order guides, advice notes, deliveries to date 
report 
- Head Office merchandising information 
- preparation for counting 
- departmental sales sheet 
Administration 
Procedure for dealing with What are the administrative systems 
- Food News/Food Information/ Food Features for actioning the various items of 
- merchandising notes Head Office mail? 
- letters for H. O. departments 
- trial lines 
- I/DLs, R. T. M. s and transfers 
- catalogue control 
Ticketing 
- directional tickets What is the current Company policy 
- counter tickets on ticketing? Make any 
- special promotional tickets recommendations for adjustments in 
- legal requirements your store if necessary. 
- types of holders 
Further Reading/ Information 
Store Stock Control - Foods T. D. 4.00.86 
Food Handling Guide 
Maintain the Chain T. D. V. 80 
Servicing the Sales Floor with Foods 
4ý5 
54 SUPERVISION TRAINING GUIDE T. D. 7.01.86 
CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE 
SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
Duration 17 weeks. 
Objectives To study the job of the Supervisor in preparation for taking responsibility for a section 
of the store. 
To gain a full understanding of the system and procedures of the sales floor through 
practical involvement. 
Method Observation, instruction on Company policy. Monitored work on the department and 
project work. 
Comments You should now begin to look at the Management aspects of the job rather than just 
considering the practical and technical problems that may occur. You should concentrate 
on the Supervisor's "approach" to the job of managing a section. 
JOB KNOWLEDGE 
DETAILS QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Service and Selling 
-This has priority over any other sales floor job. 
Ensure your staff are capable of dealing with the Conduct a service audit on your 
following aspects of service : department. 
- alertness to customers See guide notes, page 96. 
- willingness to approach customers 
- confidence in dealing with customers When dealing with a customer's 
- helpfulness and courtesy complaint what details should you 
- selling techniques ascertain before making a decision' 
- ability to measure and advise 
- merchandise knowledge 
- ability to deal with customer complaints and queries 
- payment by cheque, cheque cards, budget accounts, 
foreign currency, girocheques, travellers cheques, 
gift vouchers 
- chargecard procedures Probe the advantages of chargecard to 
- staff purchase procedure - the company 
- staff discount tokens - the customer 
- receipts 
- zip repairs 
- lost property 
- use of telephone 
- customer's letters 
- dealing with accidents 
- dealing with customer allegation of injury. 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS 
Management of Stock 
- methods of ordering stock : 
in-store stockholding 
distribution centre 
- maintenance of displays 
- planning for peak trading periods 
- knowledge of stock requirements 
- use of sales and stock reports/on orders 
- liaison with stockroom 
- probing a department 
- types of distribution systems 
Kimball. Tag 
basic distribution 
- dealing with reduced/ unseasonable merchandise 
- Store Management guide 
- Store takings sheet 
QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
Investigate your system of stock 
withdrawal. Could it be improved, 
and if so, how? 
Layout and Display/Sales Promotion 
- company policy regarding layout and display 
- calculation and use of estimates 
- calculation of footages 
- ratios and proportionate display 
- reaction to current sales trends 
- organisation and timing of moves 
- use of plans 
- use of different equipment 
- use of information from Head Office 
- construction of displays by style, size, colour 
- use of feature positions 
- Head Office promotions 
- in store/divisional promotions 
- new or seasonal lines 
- trial lines 
- duplicate displays 
- use of windows/mannequins 
- use of display equipment 
- ticketing policy : 
types and function 
legal requirements 
unpriced merchandise 
ordering 
importance of accuracy 
How would you plan for : 
a new line 
a new range 
seasonal change 
How should you communicate with 
Head Office regarding new/trial 
lines? 
Check your department to ensure that 
the ticketing is clear to the customer 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
DETAILS 
Cost/Shrinkage Control 
Correct Supervision of: 
- service 
- sales and till procedure 
- till errors 
- staff purchases 
- ticketing 
- lookalike merchandise 
- wrapping materials 
- care of merchandise 
- soiled and damaged merchandise 
- spot reductions 
- recording of R+1 Is 
- rotation of stock 
- repacking of stock 
- pricing procedures and I/DLS 
- quality checks 
- refund procedures 
- procedures for dealing with theft : 
actual 
suspected 
- stock takes/stock checks. 
Quality Control 
- spot checks on merchandise : 
at till point 
in stockroom 
while maintaining displays 
- individual/bulk RTMs 
- quality control forms 
- company policy and standards 
Administration 
- sales and stock reports 
- detailed counts 
- identification and correction of errors 
- correction counts 
- use of remarks 
- dealing with RTMs/soiled and damaged, transfers 
- IDLs 
- trial/new line reports 
- dealing with Head Office mail 
- Kimball Tags 
- PSION 
- E. P. O. S. /U. P. C. 
- stock takes and stock checks 
QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 
What are the most prevalent areas of 
shrinkage on your section? 
Are all the necessary steps taken to 
ensure losses are minimised? 
If not, make recommendations. 
What is the procedure for dealing with 
quality control problems on new lines? 
Make recommendations to improve 
flow of sales and stock reports from 
the sales floor to the Manager. 
9 
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CLOTHING AND HOMEWARE SUPERVISION ATTACHMENT 
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APPENDIX II: 
row y%? " OF SURREY 
Guildford Surrey GU2 5XH Telephone (0483) 571281 Telex 859331 
Department of Psychology 
TO JLL DERB OF SALES & SUPERVISORY STAFF AT 
MARKS & SPENCER P. L. C. 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
My name is Paula Vieira, I am a Medical Psychologist currently engaged 
in a doctoral research study at the University of Surrey, to investigate 
the causes and effects of stress among Sales Assistants and Supervisors 
at Murks & Spencer p. l. c.. 
The purpose of this study is to look at what Sales Assistants and 
Supervisors find to be stressful, whether this be at home or at work 
and how they cope with it. 
Generally speaking. stress is experienced when one finds himself or her- 
self under some sort of pressure and which can result in feelings of 
being less able to cope. However, what is stressful for one person, 
may not be for another, as we all have different ways of coping with the 
same situation. 
Our aim is to identify those common sources of stress experienced by 
Sales Assistants as well as Supervisors and find ways in which these can 
be reduced. 
To achieve these ends, I need to talk to groups of Sales Assistants and 
groups of Supervisors as well as interview each individual in private. 
Although, this study is being carried out within Murks & Spencer p. l. c. 
the research is not organised by them nor is it part of the management 
policy. 
The information given by members of staff is confidential to the project. 
I need you to help ae, by volunteering to take part in these discussions 
and interviews. I will not ask your name and nq member of staff will have 
assess to anything which any individual discusses. 
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Thank you in advance for your co-operation. 
You will be informed when I will be visiting your store. 
Yours faithfully, 
Paula Vie ira 
BSc. MSc. Medical Psychologist 
Postgraduate Researcher 
University of Surrey 
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TO ALL DIVISIONAL PERSONNEL 18th May, 1989 
CONTROLLERS DMM/KTF 
Dear 
P, 
ý V'\ ) 
STRESS FACTORS AND THEIR MANIFESTATION 
AMONGST SALES ASSISTANTS AND SUPERVISORS 
Over the last 18 months we have been involved with helping Paula 
Vieira, a psychology graduate from the University of Surrey, 
undertake a research project looking at stress factors and their 
Manifestation amongst Sales Assistants and Supervisors. Stores 
around Guildford have been involved in the initial work and the 
final phase of this study is now being undertaken. Two thousand 
questionnaires are to be distributed to Sales Assistants and 
Supervisors in selected stores. 
Stores to be selected 
From each Division three or four large, medium and small stores 
will be selected (large stores - 50 questionnaires, medium stores 
40 questionnaires, small stores - 10 questionnaires). 
am enclosing a copy of the papers that will be sent for this 
Project: - 
' Letter from Health Services to Personnel Managers of each 
selected store. 
Letter to Sales Assistants/Supervisors from Health Services. 
Letter to Sales Assistants/Supervisors from Paula Vieira. 
Questionnaire to Sales Assistants/Supervisors from Paula 
Vieira. 
All these papers will be sent to the Personnel Manager who will be asked to distribute the questionnaires to a random number of 
sales staff, selecting every third name from the staffing sheets for both sales Assistants and Supervisors. 
As you will see, we fully support this work in Health Services 
And are keen to get a good response rate for Paula. 
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- a- 
I have already spoken to Hilary Bailey for comments regarding the 
Health Services' letters and I would now propose that the 
paperwork should proceed to be distributed to stores just as soon 
as Paula's questionnaire (which is being shortened) is ready. 
I shall asked Karen, my secretary, to liaise with your 
secretaries to get the names of large, medium and small stores on 
Your Division, which would be appropriate for this study. 
I would be most grateful if you could encourage the Personnel 
Managers to see the positive benefits from this work in order to 
ensure as good a response rate as possible. 
-"sýre1y, 
I\ oýNQSý 
C of Medical officer 
cc Mrs. H. J. Bailey, Divisional Personnel Controller, Division 2 
Distribution - Mrs. L. Smith, Division I 
Miss H. M. Bentley, Division 3 
Mrs. A. Gill, Division 4 
Miss G. C. Butcher, Division 5 
Mrs. A. V. Dart, Division 6 
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TO THE PERSONNEL MANAGER 
CERTAIN STORES 
DIVISION 1-6 
Dear 
18th May, 1989 
DMM/KTF 
STRESS FACTORS AND THEIR MANIFESTATION 
AMONGST SALES ASSISTANTS AND SUPERVISORS 
I am enclosing copies of the letters which are being sent to a 
random selection of Sales Assistants and Supervisors from 
selected stores in all divisions. 
A total of 2,000 questionnaires are being distributed and a range 
of large, medium and small stores will be chosen from each 
division. 
I would be grateful if you could reassure staff of the 
confidentiality of their response, emphasising that no names are 
to be written on the papers. The questionnaires, which will take 
about one hour to complete, should be sealed in the envelope 
provided and sent direct to Miss Vieira. 
Please can you select 50/40/10 Sales Assistants or supervisors in 
Your store to complete the questionnaire. May I suggest that you 
select every third name from the staffing sheets. Please 
encourage staff, to ensure as good a response rate as possible. 
Thank you for your help in this important research work. 
Yours sincerely, 
DOREEN M. MILLER 
Deputy Chief Medical Officer 
Cc Store Doctor 
Divisional Personnel Controller 
Divisional Personnel Manager 
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APPENDIX III: 
University of Surrey " -Job Stress Research 
Dear Sales Assistant / Supervisor at M&S plc., 
This questionnaire is part of a study to identify those situations 
which Sales Assistants and Supervisors at M&S plc consider stressful 
and the effects this has on you. The findings of this study should 
indicate ways in which the effects of stress may be reduced to the 
mutual benefit of individuals and the organization. 
Feelings of stress can arise in many situations. This questionnaire is 
particularly concerned with stress at work. 
In the first part of this study Sales Assistants and Supervisors in 
several M&S plc stores took part in group discussions and individual 
interviews. This enable us to gather information on those situations 
which they themselves found stressful. The second part of the study 
consists of this questionnaire, which was constructed from the 
information collected in part one. 
This questionnaire consists of several sections: the first is concerned 
with biographical information; the second with potential work problems; 
the third and fourth with the outcomes of stress and the coping 
strategies Sales Assistants and Supervisors use ( for sections 2 and 3b4 
only base your answers on how you have felt over the last few months ); 
and the fifth with your feelings and mood at this moment. 
Please Turn the Page 
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WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
* Read the instructions at the start of each section 
* Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest 
* Work quickly through the whole questionnaire 
* If you make a mistake, cross it out and make your new answer 
* Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the items 
* When you have completed the questionnaire, post it back to the 
UNIVERSITY OF SURREY using the FREEPOST addressed envelope. 
The questionnaire has been designed to gather information on groups of 
individuals, i. e., Sales Assistants and Supervisors at M&S plc and not 
on .. ny particular individual. Furthermore, the information given by 
anyone individual is CONFIDENTIAL to the project. Even though this 
study is being carried out within M&S plc, the research is not 
organized by them nor is it part of the management policy. No member 
of M&S Plc staff will have access to a individuals' answers. 
At the end of the questionnaire an additional sheet is provided for you 
to insert your thoughts and comments about the questionnaire. 
Thank you for your co-operation in completing the questionnaire. 
AFTER YOU HAVE READ THIS PLEASE TURNOVER TO THE NEXT PAGE AND START THE 
FIRST QUESTIONNAIRE WHICH ASKS ABOUT BIOGRAPHICAL DATA. PLEASE 
REMEMBER TO READ THE BRIEF INSTRUCTIONS AT THE BEGINNING AND PLEASE 
REMEMBER OUR PREVIOUS COI NTS. 
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SECTION 1 
BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 
INSTRUCTIONS 
For purposes of statistical analysis only, please answer the following 
questions about yourself. Your answers will remain strictly confidential. 
However, this biographical data is crucial to the study. 
Please answer the following questions by circling the number next to your 
most appropriate response, unless otherwise instructed. 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
1" Would you describe yourself as: COL(s) 
P-T Sales Assistant 1 
P-T Sales Assistant with 
a 2nd or more skills 7 
F-T Sales Assistant 3 
Temporary or Seasonal / 
or One Function S. A. 4 
Deputy Supervisor 5 1 
Trainee Supervisor 6 
Full Supervisor 7 
3. Have you worked in another M&S 
store before? 
Yes 1 2 
No 2 El 
5" Where is your present M&S store 
located? 3,4 
ý" When do you expect your next 
promotion? 
less than one year 1 
1-3 years 2 
3-5 years 3 
over five years 4 5 
never 5 
do not know 6 
Q 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
2. Is this your first position COL(s) 
with M&S plc. 
Yes 16 
No 2 Li 
If NO, what other positions 7 
have you held with M&S.? F7 
4. How many years, months or 8,9 
weeks have you been in 
employement with M&S, in 
total? 10,11 
yrs.... /mths..,.. /wks.... 
12,13 
6. How many people work in 
your department? (approx. ) 
14,15 
8. If you are paid weekly 
what is your weekly wage? 16,17,18 
------------------------- 
8a. If you are paid monthly 
what is your monthly salary. 
X192,02,1_ 
--- - --- ------------------ I LýL_ 
I 
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9. Which department do you work 
at present? 
Children Wear 1 
Men's Wear Casual 2 
Men'sWear Tailor 3 
Fashion 4 
Footwear & Hose 5 
Lingerie 6 
Home Furnishing 7 
Foods 8 
Customers Service Desk 9 
OTHER(s) state 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
COL(s) 
22 
D 
23,24 
L0. If you have one or more 
2nd skill(s), please 
circle the ones you have. 
General Office 1 
Customers Service Desk 2 
Stockroom Display 3 
Wate-House 4 
Catering Unit 5 
Supervisor 6 
Deputy Supervisor 7 
Not Applicable (NA) 8 
OTHER(s) state 
11. If you have worked in other departments previously state: 
DEPART . 
DEPART. 
DEPART. 
12. What is your age? 
14. Are you: 
25 
0 
28,29 
rn 
30 
Time 
Time 
Time 
13. What is your sex? 
Female 1 
Male 2 
15., If married /remarried / 
living together, does 
your partner: 
work F-T 1 
work P-T 2 
unemployed 3 
self-employed 4 
36 
F7 
37 
F-I 
38 
0 
39 
Single 1 
Married 2 
Remarried 3 
Living Together 4 
Divorced / 
Separated 5 
Widow / Widower 6 
16. Number of children, if any: 
None 
One 2 
Three 3 
Four or more 4 
31 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
COL(s) 
32 
F-1 
33,34,35 
io ! 6a. Age of children, if any: 141,42 
43,44 
45,46 
469 
OFFICE OFFICE 
USE USF. 
ONLY ONLY 
117. Do you live with: COL(s) 18. Do you have any dependents COL(s) 
living with you, besides 
Your parents / Children? 
other family 1 47 
Alone 2 Yes 1 49 
Partner 3 No 2 
48 
OTHER state ED 
0. What is the highest educational qualification, if any, you have 
attained ? 
Left school before taking examinations 1 
O'Level / CSE 2 
A'Level / Ordinary National Diploma 3 
Higher National Diploma or equivalent 4 50 
University Degree or equivalent 5 Q 
Higher Degree Level 6 
OTHER, please specify 51 
D 
Age of leaving Full-Time formal education: 
less than 16 1 
16 / 17 2 
18 / 19 .s 20 / 21 4 52 
Greater than 21 5 Q 
Still in education 6 
In case we need to clarify some point arising from this questionnaire at a 
future date, could you please write your NAME. This will be absolute 
CONFIDENTIAL to the research and will not be divulged to M&S. 
NAME 
ASE CHECK THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL RELEVANT QUESTIONS. ONCE YOU HAVE 
14ISHED, PLEASE TURN TO NEXT SECTION. REMEMBER TO READ THE BRIEF 
TRUCrIONS BEFORE YOU START. 
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SECTION 2 
INSTRUCTIONS 
Last year I interviewed several Sales Assistants (S. A. ) and Supervisors about 
work. This section consists of a list of potential work problems that were 
mentioned by them. 
Please read each statement carefully. After you read each statement we would 
like you to think about the number of times each situation occurred to you within 
the last few months, then in the first 5-point scale (NEVER to ALWAYS) alongside 
each statement circle a number which best indicates this. 
TIME-SCALE 
NEVER RARELY SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS 
1.......... 2............ 3.......... 4......... 5 
FOR EXAMPLE: 
In the last few months, think about the number of times this 
situation has occured... 
Unhappy with 
your job......... 1 20 345 
That Is: If you have RARELY felt unhappy with your job within the last 
few months, then you would circle the number 2 in the TIME-SCALE. 
On the second 5-point scale (NOT AT ALL to EXTREMELY) alongside each statement, 
we would like you this time, again by circling a number, indicate how bothered 
this situation has made you feel in the last few months. 
BOTHERED-SCALE 
NOT AT ALL A LITTLE QUITE A BIT A LOT EXTREMELY 
1 ............. 2............. 3........... 4......... 5 
IFOR EXAMPLE: 
In the last six months, have you felt bothered by this 
situation..... 
Unhappy with 
your job......... 12345 
That is: If your unhappiness with your job makes you QUITE A BITT 
bothered, then circle the number 3 in the BOTHERED-SCALE or second scale. 
From the examples above, you can see that: This person RARELY (2) feels unhappy 
at work, but feels QUITE A BIT (3) bothered when he /she feels unhappy at work. 
AFTER YOU HAVE READ THESE INSTRUCTIONS PLEASE TURNOVER TO THE NEXT PAGE 
AND START THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
41i 
TIME-SCALE 
1. Difficulties in gaining promotion ............ 1 
2'3 45 
2. Inequalities in the promotion process....... 12345 
3. Lack of continuous assessment / appraisal 
necessary for promotion ...................... 1 2345 
4. Being unfairly appraised / assessed......... 12345 
BOTHERED-SCALE 
ýý po 
12345 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
COL(s) 
1,2 
1 2 3 4 5 3, 4 
1 2 3 4 5 5, 6 
1 2 3 4 5 7, 8 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
5. Having to do the same thing everyday ......... 1 234512345 
6. Lack of opportunity in the job to use 
several different skills and talents ......... 1234512: 
3 45 
7. Unable to satisfy customer's needs ........... 1234512345 
8. Lack of feelings of accomplishment.......... 1234512345 
9. The public regarding other jobs as more 
important to society ........................ 1 234512345 
10. The job not being seen by the public as 
dignified .................................... 1 234512345 
11. Not being left alone, without supervision to 
do the job ................................... 12345 
12. Having "no say" about scheduling my work ..... 12345 
13. Lack of opportunity to use personal 
initiative or discretion in carrying out 
the work ..................................... 12345 
14. Being constantly interrupted by superiors... 1,2 345 
15. Having to wait for a superior to deal with 
a query when it is not necessary ............. 12345 
16. Having to work for long streches without 
any "feedback" on how well or badly work 
is going ..................................... 12345 
17. Having to find out how much money 
the section is taking ........................ 12345 
12345 
12345 
9,10 
11,12 
13,14 
15,16 
17,18 
19,20 
21,22 
23,24 
12345 25,26 
12345 27,28 
12345 29,30 
1Z345 31,32 
12345 33,34 
18. Having too much work to do in a given time... 1 234511345 35,36 
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TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
OFFICE t' 
yf USE 
y 
9Jý C ý' ONLY 
'399' eý: e COL(s) 
19. Having to do extra work due to the lack of 
staff ........................................ 1 234512345 37,38 
20. Having to spend time training staff that 
lack the proper training ..................... 1234512345 39,40 
21. Having to do jobs that are not part 
of a S. A. or / Supervisor's job .............. 1234512345 41,42 
22. Being moved to different departments ......... 1234512345 43,44 
23. Having to work longer hours during holiday 
seasons ..................................... 1234512345 
45,46 
24. Having to work Saturdays ..................... 1 234512345 47,48 
25. Having to work after working hours 
without pay ................................. 1234512345 
49950 
26. Having to come in early in the morning to 
catch up with the work ....................... 1'2 34512345 
51,52 
27. Taking all responsibility for the work....... 1 234512345 53,54 
28. Having to work long hours without a break. -1 234512345 55,56 
29. Having to work on the till for longer than 
3 hours ..................................... 1234512345 
57,58 
30. Lack of opportunity to talk informally 
to other employees ........................... 1 234512345 59,60 
31. Work getting increasingly more demanding 
with M&S ..................................... 1 234512345 
61,62 
32. Lack of time to maintain the expected high 
standards of orderliness and cleanliness..... 1 234512345 63,64 
33. Having to stand all day ...................... 1 234512345 65,66 
34. Having to lift heavy loads ................... 1 234512 
3)4 5 67,68 
35. Having to ask colleagues where 
things are .................................. 123452345 69,70 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
36. Having too little responsibility in the job.. 1 234512345 71,72 
37. Feeling bored with the work .................. 1 234512345 73,74 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
38. Customers seeing the job as. "easy............. 12345123.4.5 75,76 
473 
TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
9ý 
39. Having to treat customers as "always right" 
Nsa 'ý. 
when they are wrong, rude or aggressive...... 1 2\3 4512345 
40. Helping customers who make demands outside 
staff duties ................................. 1 23 4'5 12345 
41. Being contradicted by a superior regarding 
company policies when dealing with 
customers .................................... 1 234512345 
42. One Superior says "to do one thing-and 
another says to do another" .................. 1 234512345 
43. Having store rules that do not apply to 
every MSS store .............................. 1 234512345 
44. Management policies or expectations 
differing from those of Supervisors .......... 1234512345 
45. Customers having higher expectations 
of MSS Sales Assistants (S. A. ) than 
ordinary S. A ................................. 1 234512345 
46. Deciding on the main priorities regarding 
the different aspects of the job ............. 1 2345 
47. Being put in a supervisory position and 
being expected to do the same jobs as 
other S. As ................................... 1 2345 
48. Having to adjust to being with 
Full Supervisors and no longer "one of the 
girls". (TRAINEE SUPERVISORS ONLY)............ 1 2345 
49. Coping with the insecurity of the job 
(TEMPORARY STAFF ONLY) ....................... 1 2345 
50. Difficulty in knowing when to use 
initiative or ask a superior ................. 1 2345 
51. Being in control when supervising or 
training, and reverting to having no 
control as a S. A. (S. As. ONLY) ............... 1 345 
52. The job reducing the amount of time spent 
with family / partner ........................ 1 2345 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
COL(s) 
77,78 
79,80 
1,2 
3,4 
5,6 
7,8 
9,10 
12345 11,12 
12 34 5 13,14 
12345 15,16 
12345 17,18 
12345 19,20 
12345 21,22 
---------- 
12345 23,24 
4 74 
TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
OFFICE 
9 
ý USE 
ý ýý 
9 9ýý" 9 ý 
ONLY 
. . 
53. Working long hours meaning being too 
tired to enjoy non-working life ............. 12345 12345 25,26 
54. The family / partner not understanding 
the demands the job makes .................... 1 2345 12345 27,28 
55. Discussing work problems only with 
collegues, not with the family / partner.... 12345 12345 29,30 
56. Feeling that circumstances do not 
allow a more pleasant or fulfilling job...... 12345 12345 
- - 
31,32 
--- 
57. 
--------------------------------------------------------- 
Dealing with intimidating / threatening / 
- ---------- 
rude / or forceful customers ................. 1 2345 12345 33,34 
58. Going to a lot of trouble to help a customer 
and not even being thanked ................... 1 2345 12345 35,36 
59. Being demanded to help by a customer 
instead of being asked for it ................ 1 2345 12345 37,38 
60. Being made to feel inferior by a customer.... 1 2345 12345 39,40 
61. Having to deal with customers exchanges 
and vouchers ................................. 1 2345 12345 41,42 
62. Having to keep tidying up after customers.... 1 2345 12345 43,44 
63. Coping with other duties as well as helping 
customers during busy periods ................ 1 2345 1 2,3 45 45,46 
64. Being expected by customers to know 
everything about the products ................ 1 2345 12345 47,48 
65. Having a disagreement with a customer 
first thing in the morning ................... 1 2345 12345 49,50 
66. Being blamed by customers for not having 
the stock they want .......................... 1 2345 12345 51,52 
67. Having to work in Customers Service Desk.... 12345 12345 53,54 
68. Being asked by customers who come in 
everyday where things are .................... 1 2345 
- - 
12345 55,56 
--- 
69. 
- ---------- ------------------------------------------- 
Having to work with inexperience staff....... 1 2345 
-------------- 
12345 57,58 
70. Seeing M&S staff divided into little 
social groups who rarely interact ............ 12345 12345 59,60 
71. Having to take orders from S. As .............. 1 2345 12345 61,62 
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TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
PG OFFICE 
USE 
99 'J' ONLY 
40 
ý, COL(s) 
72. Lack of respect between staff ................ 1 234512345 63,64 
73. Lack of opportunity to get to know most 
of the staff in the store and develop 
friendships .................................. 1 
34512345 65,66 
74. Working for weeks without seeing friends 
made at work ................................. 1 2ýý3 4512345 
67,68 
5. Lack of opportunity in the job to help 
colleagues ................................... 1 234512345 
69,70 
6. Having to work with disagreable colleagues... 1 234512345 71,72 
17. Being intimidated or threatened by 
superiors .................................... 1 21 4512345 
73,74 
'8. Superiors being unapproachable ............... 1 214512345 75,76 
r9. Lack of understanding of staff needs by 
superiors .................................... 1 234512345 77,78 
W. Being given unsympathetic "bad looks" by 
superiors for being absent from work ...... :.. 1 2345 12 345 79,80 
31. Lack of appreciation for efforts made at 
work ......................................... 1 2345123451,2 
92. Lack of respect from superiors ............... 1 2345123453,4 
83. Lack of encouragement or incentives to 
work harder .................................. 1 2345123455,6 
84. Being treated by superiors like a 
"school girl" ................................ 1 2345123457,8 
85. Being treated badly or spoken to in 
a bad way by superiors ....................... 1 2345123459,10 
86. Favouritism by superiors towards certain 
individuals .................................. 1 34512345 11,12 
87. Difficulties arising due to lack of trust .... 134512345 13,14 
88. Management "talking down" at S. As............ 1234512345 15,16 
89. Being obliged to work either fewer or 
extra hours when asked by superiors.......... 1 345i. 345 17,18 
--------------------- ---------------------------------------- 
90. Difficulties arising out of management 
being too strict ............................. 1 23451 ,2345 19,20 
476 
TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
91. Management only consulting supervisors 
and not S. As ................................. 1 234512 . 
314 5 
92. Unreasonable restrictions on behaviour 
by management ................................ 1 2345 
watch.................. 1 2345 
94. Lack of communication between management 
and S. As ..................................... 1 2345 
95. Being given unsatisfactory explanations 
for management decisions ..................... 1 2345 
96. Lack of support from superiors ............... 1 2345 
97. Being sanctioned or blacklisted for 
disagreeing with the appraisal .............. 12345 
98. Being given things to do at very short 
notice by superiors .......................... 1.2 345 
99. Being interrupted by management during 
meal-breaks to do a job ...................... 1 2345 
100. Lack of examplary behaviour by superiors..... 1 2345 
101. Superiors failing to explain the job 
properly ..................................... 1 2345 
102. Superiors taking the opportunity "to tell 
off" S. As. when management are around....... 11 345 
103. Management creating rules to suit 
themselves ................................... 1 2345 
104. Having the rules constantly changed .......... 1 2.3 45 
105. Being unable to disagree with superiors 
in case of retribution ....................... 1 2345 
106. Being given a bad appraisal by superiors 
on the basis of staff attitudes .............. 1 2345 
107. Lack of useful and effective communication 
meeting ...................................... 1 2345 
108. Management's main interest being the 
profits not the staff ........................ 123 45 
109. Having to adjust to new Assistant Personnel 
Management (A. P. M. ) .......................... 1 2345 
110. Management dumping too much-work on 
supervisors .................................. 1 2345 
OFFICE 
USE 
ONLY 
COL(s) 
21,22 
1 2 3 4 5 23,24 
1 2 3 4 5 25,26 
1 2 3 4 5 27,28 
1 2 3 4 5 29,30 
1 2 3 4 5 31,32 
12345 33,34 
12345 35,36 
12345 37,38 
12345 39,40 
12345 41,42 
12345 43,44 
12345 45,46 
12345 47,48 
12345 49,50 
12345 51,52 
12345 53,54 
12345 55,56 
12345 57,58 
12345 59,60 
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TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
ýý QG 
''lýf 
ýý`ýiý 
9'Cý, 9`ý dir, 
ý'j9 9 
aý" 
111. Being assigned to a very young, inexperience 
Assistant Personnel Management (A. P. M. )...... 12345 12 345 
112. Unequal pay policies of M&S .................. 1234512345 
113. Being a "scapegoat" for whatever goes wrong.. l 234512345 
114_ Nnt hPino raid for breaks .................... 1 234512345 
115. Feeling like a "glorified S. A. " (i. e. being 
paid more for being a supervisor, but doing 
the same job as a S. A. ) (SUPERVISORS ONLY) ... 1 2345 12345 
116. Insufficient training to deal with the demands 
of the sales floor in all departments........ 1 2345 1.2 345 
117. Lack of time to make use of the facilities 
provided by M&S .............................. l 2'3 45 12 
3' 45 
118. Treating temporary-staff differently 
from other staff ............................. 1 2345 12345 
119. Having P-T staff "pushed around" more often 
than F-T staff ............................... 1 234512345 
120. Management not knowing what is going on, 
on the sales floor ........................... 1 23 4512345 
121. Superiors not allowing the staff to spend 
sufficient time talking to customers......... 1 2 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
122. Management having different eating 
arrangements to that of staff ................ 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
123. Lack of loyalty in the store ................. 1 ,2 
3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
124. Having to adjust to M&S changes .............. 1 2 3 4 5 1 ,2 3 4 5 
125. Being unable to choose whether to sit or 
stand when working on the till ............... 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
126. Having to work with very bright lights in 
the store .................................... 1 2345 
127. Having to work without a proper air- 
conditioner .................................. 1 2345 
128. Having to work with difficult or poor 
store equipment .............................. 1 2345 
129. Having to work in a noisy department......... 1 3 4 5 
130. Having to work in a crowded department....... 1 2 3 4 5 
1234.5 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
)FFICE 
USE 
DNLY 
COL(s) 
61,62 
63,64 
65,66 
67,68 
69,70 
71,72 
73,74 
75,76 
77,78 
79,80 
1.2 
3,4 
5,6 
7,8 
9,10 
1 11,12 
13,14 
15,16 
17,18 
19,20 
478 
TIME-SCALE BOTHERED-SCALE 
OFFICE 
ý' 9 fa USE 
7J ONLY 
a ý, ý COL (s ) 131. Having to work in a dusty and dry 
environment ................................,. 1 234512345 21,22 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS (132 to 137) ARE ONLY FOR DEPUTIES, TRAINEES AND 
FULL SUPERVISORS 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
132. Having arguments with S. As ................... 1 2345 
133. Dealing with S. As. work complaints ........... 12345 
134. Providing a S. A. with an answer to their 
problems ..................................... 1 2345 
135. Dealing with S. As. personal grievances ....... 12345 
136. Trying to keep patience when training ........ 1 2345 
137. Having to train staff ........................ 1 2345 
12345 23,24 
12345 25,26 
12345 27,28 
12345 29,30 
12345 31,32 
12345 33,34 
PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL RELEVANT STATEMENTS ON BOTH 
SCALES. ONCE YOU HAVE FINISHED, PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT SECTION. REMEMBER 
TO READ THE BRIEF INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE YOU START. 
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SECTION 3 
INSTRUCTIONS 
This questionnaire concerns ways in which you may feel under stressful 
situations or circumstances. 
Please answer each statement according to the following 5-point scale 
(NEVER to ALWAYS) indicating the extent each item best describes how 
you feel. Please write the most appropriate scale number (1 to 5) 
between the brackets in the space allocated to each item. 
SCALE 
NEVER NOT USUALLY SOMKTIMS USUALLY ALWAYS 
1 ............... 2............... 3............... 4............. 5 
Remember our previous comments about answering quickly. 
When you are under pressure do you ever feel...... 
1. TENSE ........................................ i ) 
2. WORRIED ...................................... i ) 
3. FRUSTATED .................................... ý ) 
4. ISOLATED ........................ ............. ( ) 
5. UPSET or ANNOYED ........... .................. ( ) 
6. GUILTY ....................................... ( ) 
7. TIRED or FATIGUED or EXHAUSTED ............... ( ) 
8. ANXIOUS ...................................... ( ) 
9. DEPRESSED .................................... ( ) 
10. AGITATED ..................................... i ) 
11. OVER-SENSITIVE ............................... i ) 
12. DISSATISFIED ................................. ( ) 
13. HELPLESS ..................................... ( ) 
14. LACK OF ACHIEVEMENT ........................... ( ) 
15. UNABLE TO PERFORM WELL / PRONE TO MISTAKES/ 
FORGETFUL .................................... i ) 
16. UNABLE TO RELAX .............................. ( ) 
17. UNABLE TO ENJOY SOCIAL LIFE .................. ( ) 
18. UNABLE TO TALK ABOUT IT ...................... ( ) 
480 
SCALE 
NEVER NOT USUALLY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 
1 .............. 2............. 3............ 4........... 5 
When you are under pressure do you ever feel....... 
19. UNABLE TO SLEEP or STAY ASLEEP ............... ( ) 
20. UNABLE TO GET UP IN THE MORNING .............. ( ) 
21. BOTHERED BY NIGHTMARES ....................... ( ) 
22. UNABLE TO EAT ................................ ( ) 
23. MORE HUNGRY or THIRSTY ....................... ( ) 
24. THAT YOU TAKE YOUR FRUSTATIONS OUT ON 
RELATIVES or FRIENDS ........... ........ ...... ( ) 
25. LIKE THROWING SOMETHING ...................... ( _) 
26. THAT YOU ARE MORE VULNERABLE TO ILLNESSES 
(e. g. colds, flu, etc. ) ...................... ( ) 
27. LIKE YOU HAVE LOST PRIDE IN YOUR JOB ......... ( ) 
28. LIKE LEAVING THE JOB .......................... ( ) 
29. LIKE GETTING DRUNK or HAVING A DRINK ......... ( ) 
30. LIKE HAVING A SMOKE .......................... ( ) 
31. HEADACHES .................................... 
( ) 
32. MUSCLE PAINS ................................. ( 
) 
33. STOMACH PAINS ................................ ( ) 
34. LIKE CRYING .................................. ( ) 
35. ANGRY ........................................ 
( ) 
PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL ITEMS. ONCE YOU HAVE FINISHED, 
PLEASE TURNOVER TO THE NEXT SECTION. REMEMBER TO READ THE BRIEF 
INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE YOU START. 
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SECTION 4 
INSTRUCTIONS 
This questionnaire concerns ways in which you may deal or cope with 
stressful situations or circumstances. 
Please answer each statement according to the following 5-point scale 
(NEVER to ALWAYS) indicating how often each statement best describes 
your activity. As before, write the appropriate scale number (1 to 5) 
between the brackets in the space allocated to each statement. 
SCALE 
NEVER NOT USUALLY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 
1 .............. 2.............. 3............. 4........... 5 
Remember our previous comments about answering quickly. 
When you feel under pressure at work do you try to cope by...... 
1. IGNORING THE SITUATIONS .............................. ( ) 
2. TALKING TO COLLEAGUES ................................ ( ) 
3. TALKING TO RELATIVES ................................. ( ) 
4. TELLING YOURSELF NOT TO WORRY ........................ ( ) 
5. JOKING or LAUGHING ABOUT IT .......................... ( ) 
6. TRYING TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM .......................... ( ) 
7. TRYING TO FORGET ABOUT IT ............................ ( ) 
8. KEEPING YOUR PROBLEM TO YOURSELF ..................... ( ) 
9. GETTING INVOLVED DEEPER IN YOUR WORK ................. ( ) 
10. GOING OUT WITH YOUR COLLEAGUES AFTER WORK ............ ( ) 
11. BEING SARCASTIC ...................................... ( ) 
12. TAKING THINGS IN "STRIDE" ............................ ( ) 
13. THINKING ABOUT THE DIFFICULTIES OF NOT 
HAVING A JOB ......................................... ( ) 
14. TALKING TO YOUR SUPERIORS ............................ ( ) 
15. LOOKING FOR ANOTHER JOB .............................. ( ) 
16. GOING HOME AND HAVING A STIFF DRINK .................. ( .) 
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SCALE 
NEVER NOT USUALLY SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 
1 .............. 2.............. 3............. 
4............ 5 
When you feel under pressure at work do you try to cope by...... 
17. TAKING SOME TIME OFF WORK TO GO SOMEWHERE 
TO RELAX (e. g., time out, sick days, lunch 
away from organization, go shopping during 
lunch breaks, etc.. ) ................................. () 
18. ASKING YOUR SUPERIORS FOR ANOTHER POSITION 
(e. g., a second skill, change of department, etc.. ) .... () 
19. DRAWING A LINE BETWEEN WORK AND HOME PROBLEMS ........ 
20. SCREAMING IT OUT ..................................... ) 
21. CRYING ............................................... ( 
22. TAKING AN ASPIRIN .................................... () 
23. TAKING A TRANQUILIZER OR OTHER MEDICATION ............ () 
24. DRINKING A CUP OF COFFEE, TEA, COKE, OR 
EAT FREQUENTLY ....................................... ( ) 
25. USE RELAXATION TECHNIQUES (meditation, yoga) .......... ( ) 
26. USE INFORMAL RELAXATION TECHNIQUES 
(e. g., take time out for deep breathing, 
imagining pleasant scenes, taking a hot 
bath, etc.. ) ........................................ .() 
27. EXERCISE ............................................ .() 
PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL RELEVANT STATEMENTS. ONCE YOU 
HAVE FINISHED, PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT AND FINAL SECTION. REMEMBER TO 
READ THE BRIEF INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE YOU START. 
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SECTION 5 
MOOD ADJECTIVE CHECK LIST 
The words listed below describe different feelings and moods. 
Please rate how you feel at this moment, by putting a number from I 
to 4 in the brackets, next to each word in the list. 
SCALE 
DEFINITELY MORE OR LESS CANNOT DECIDE DOES NOT DESCRIBE 
I .............. 2................ 3................. 4 
First reactions are most reliable, therefore do not spend too long 
thinking about each word. Please be as honest and accurate as possible. 
TENSE .............. (' j 
WORRIED............ ( ) 
APPREHENSIVE....... ( ) 
BOTHERED........... ( ) 
UNEASY ............. ( ) 
DEJECTED........... ( ") 
( .) UP-TIGHT ........... 
JITTERY............ ( ) 
NERVOUS............ ( ) 
DISTRESSED......... ( ) 
FEARFUL............ ( ) 
PEACEFUL .............. ( J 
RELAXED ............... ( ) 
CHEERFUL .............. ( ) 
CONTENTED ............. ( ) 
PLEASANT .............. ( ) 
COMFORTABLE........... ( ) 
CALM .................. ( ) 
RESTFUL ............... ( ) 
484 
SCALE 
DEFINITELY MORE OR LESS CANNOT DECIDE DOES NOT DESCRIBE 
4 1 ............. 2............... 3................ 
ACTIVE ............. 
( ) 
ENERGETIC.......... ( ) 
VIGOROUS........... ( ) 
ALERT .............. 
) 
) LIVELY ............. 
ACTIVATED.......... ( ) 
STIMULATED......... ( ) 
AROUSED............ ( ) 
DROWSY ................ 
( ) 
TIRED ................. 
( ) 
IDLE .................. 
( ) 
SLUGGISH .............. 
( ) 
SLEEPY ................ ( ) 
SOMNOLENT ............. 
( ) 
PASSIVE ............... 
( ) 
THIS IS THE LAST SECTION WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO COMPLETE. AGAIN PLEASE 
CHECK THAT YOU HAVE ANSEWERD ALL RELEVANT ITEMS. 
AN ADDITIONAL SHEET HAS BEEN PROVIDED FOR YOU TO INSERT YOUR THOUGHTS 
AND COMMENTS ABOUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE. PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE IF 
YOU WISH TO DO SO. 
PLEASE ACCEPT OUR SINCEREST THANKS FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY. 
Two last points 
1. Please place the completed questionnaire in the FREEPOST addressed 
envelope provided, seal it and post it back to us. 
2. Once again accept our gratitude and thanks. 
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YOUR THOUGHTS AND COMMENTS ABOUT THE QUEST1ONNAIAE. 
4 86 
APPENDIX IV (A): 
k4lUniversity 
of Surrey 
r 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE FOR THE QUEST1ONNAIU 
WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the Instructions at the start of each section: 
Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
" work quickly through the whole questionnaire, you will find completion 
easiest; 
thou make a mistake. cross It out and make your new answer; 
Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ questions; 
when you have completed the questionnaire post it back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY uslnt the FREEPOST addressed envelope provided. 
APPrR YOU HAVE READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUF_STIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX IV-(8): 
ýý. :. University of Surrey 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the Instructions at the start of each section; 
Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
Fork quickly through the whole questionnaire. you will find completion 
easiest: 
thou make a mistake. cross It out and make your now answer; 
Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ questions; 
when You have completed the Questionnaire Dost it back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY uslne the FREEPOST addrossed envelope provided. 
AFTFR YOU HAVE READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1 
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APPENDIX IV (C): 
kwl University of Surrey 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE FOR THE QUCSTIONNAIRL 
WHAT W WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the Instructions at the start of each section: 
Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
" work quickly through the whole questionnaire, you will find completion 
easiest: 
" thou make a mistake, cross It out and make your new answer; 
Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ questions; 
When you have completed the questionnaire post It back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY using the FREEPOST addressed envelope provided. 
ARTF. R YOU HAVE. READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1 
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APPENDIX IV -(D) : 
y. ý. University of Surrey 
r; . 1- 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE FOR THE QUf. STIONNA[RE 
WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the instructions at the start of each section; 
' Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
Mork quickly through the whole questionnaire, you will find completion 
easiest: 
" If You make a mistake, cross It out and make your new answer; 
Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ questions; 
! hen you have completed the questionnaire post It back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY using the FREEPOST addressed envelope provided. 
APPF. R YOU HAVE READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1 
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APPENDIX IV (E): 
: University of Surrey 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE POR THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
WHAT WE WOULD UKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the Instructions at the start of each section; 
Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
" Work eulckly through the whole questionnaire, you will find completion 
sleet: 
ILyou make a mistake, cross It out and make your new answer; 
Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ Questions; 
When you have completed the questionnaire post It back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY uslne the FREEPOST addressed envelope provided. 
AFTER YOU HAVE READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
i 
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APPENDIX IV (F): 
University of Surrey 
Job Stress Research 
PROCEDURE FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
WHAT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO: 
Read the Instructions at the start of each section; 
Give the answer which first comes to your mind; be accurate and honest; 
" work quickly through the whole questionnaire, you will find completion 
easiest: 
ILyou make a mistake, cross It out and make your new answer; 
' Check each section to ensure that you have answered all the Items/ questions, 
When you have completed the questionnaire post it back to the UNIVERSITY OF 
SURREY using the FREEPOST addressed envelope provided. 
AFTER YOU HAVE READ THIS. PLEASE START THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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APPENDIX V (A): 
ttt 
June 1989 
UNIVERSITY OF SURREY 
Guildford Surrey GU2 5XH Telephone (0483) 571281 Telex 859331 
Department of Psychology Direct Line (0483) 509175 Fax 0483 300803 
Dear Sales Assistant/ Supervisor, 
I would be grateful for your help in a research project which I am undertaking, 
to look at stress factors amongst sales staff in stores. 
It is widely recognised that stress, either at work or at home, can effect the 
well-being of employees and their families. 
The enclosed questionnaire is the final part of the study, which aims to 
identify those situations which Sales Assistants and Supervisors at Marks & 
Spencer consider stressful and to note the effects these stresses have on you. 
The findings of this study should indicate ways in which the effects of stress 
may be reduced to the mutual benefit of the individual and the organisation. 
This questionnaire consists of six sections. However, each person will only be 
asked to complete four of the six sections. 
The questionnaire has been designed to gather information on GROUPS of 
individuals (Sales Assistants & Supervisors) and NOT on any particular 
individual. Please note that the information given by any one individual is 
CONFIDENTIAL to the project. 
Even though this study is being carried out within Marks & Spencer, the research 
is not organised by the Company in any way. NO MEMBER OF MARKS A SPENCER STAFF 
WILL HAVE ACCESS TO ANY INDIVIDUAL'S ANSWERS. 
Thank you for your help and co-operation in completing the questionnaire. 
Yours sincerely, 
Paula Vieira (Miss) 
BSc MSc MBPsS 
Postgraduate Research Psychologist 
530 
APPENDIX V (B): 
TO CERTAIN SALES ASSISTANTS 18th May, 1989 
AND SUPERVISORS DMM/KTF 
STRESS FACTORS AND THEIR MANIFESTATION 
AMONGST SALES ASSISTANTS AND SUPERVISORS 
I would be grateful to enlist your help by participating in a 
study being undertaken by Paula Vieira, a psychology graduate 
from the University of Surrey. 
The Study is concerned with stress factors and their 
manifestation amongst Sales Assistants and Supervisors. Miss 
vieira started this work in May 1987 and has already completed 
several stages of the study in stores around Guildford. 
Pilot study 
- Preparation of questionnaire which was sent to 1,000 members 
of staff 
- Analysis of responses and modification of questionnaire 
The major part of the study is now to be undertaken by 
distributing 2,000 questionnaires to Sales Assistants and 
Supervisors in stores throughout the country. 
Please note 
- your name has been selected at random 
- you are not required to put your name on the questionnaire 
- the questionnaire will take about an hour to complete 
- the information will be placed in an envelope by you and sent direct to Paula Vieira 
- the work is supported by Health Services, since we are keen to 
help in every way to enhance the health and wellbeing of all 
our staff. we will, however, have no access to individual 
staff members' responses. 
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It is important that all questionnaires are returned completed to 
Paula Vieira. If you do not wish to participate, please return 
your questionnaire and the envelope to your Personnel Manager and 
she will allocate it to another member of staff. 
Thank you for your help and co-operation in this important 
research programme. 
Yours sincerely, 
DOREEN M. MILLER 
Deputy Chief Medical officer 
ucc Personnel Manager 
Store Doctor 
Divisional Personnel Controller 
Divisional Personnel Manager 
iLý ' '' Lib1 ins tY R-º `Y (j ý1 
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